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Abstract 
The main objective of this research was the introduction of a new theoretical construct 
and measurement scale in the field of employee work expectations and organizational 
socialization, called organizational reality perception (ORP). ORP is defined as the group of 
ideas, beliefs and expectations an individual holds at the initial stage of employment (the time 
when they enter a job) in regard to the general nature of the organization they are entering. 
Thus, the ORP scale measures the set of work expectations brought to an organization by a 
newcomer. Five studies are reported:  Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA), temporal reliability evaluation by test-retest, assessment of the ORP construct 
in relation to anticipatory work socialization, and a benchmarking study with experienced 
employees that was used to explore the benefits of benchmarking for the interpretation of the 
ORP scores in the future. 
 A 4-factor structure was identified for the ORP scale, and the factors were labelled 
Employee’s wellbeing, career support, learning options, and supervisor’s support. In 
conclusion, the 5 empirical studies developed a 15-item ORP scale with a good fit to a 4-factor 
model. The ORP scale is a tool to assist in the management of work expectations, and the 
adaptation of newcomers.  
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This chapter discusses the purpose and relevance of this PhD research. The chapter 
covers the rationale behind the introduction of a new theoretical construct called Organizational 
Reality Perception (ORP), and the importance of creating a scale to measure this construct. The 
ORP scale is designed to identify the set of work expectations brought to an organization by 
new employees, the identification of these expectations will help organizations (and more 
specifically human resource practitioners) manage the process of newcomer adaptation, and 
ultimately it will provide valuable information to manage work transitions.  
Accordingly, this chapter starts by addressing the current state of newcomer research 
principally related to work expectations. Subsequently, detail is provided on previously 
developed constructs in the field of work expectations, and the importance of expectation 
management during the organizational socialization process. Previously developed newcomer 
related measures are presented, and a rationale of how the research on the ORP scale 
differentiates from those carried out before is provided. Consideration is also given to the 
mechanisms, tactics and actors involved in the process of newcomer adaptation and 
socialization. The chapter also discusses the characteristics of the target population addressed 
by this research (young professional), specifically by reviewing how they see work and the 
particularities of their career development stage.  
Finally, the nature of the ORP construct is discussed in view of all the theoretical, 
empirical and contextual conditions defined. Attention is given to why ORP is needed, what it 
adds to previously developed research, and potential implications and applications at  
theoretical, applied research and practice level. 
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1.2 Newcomer Research in Organizations 
 This PhD research focus are the work expectations of newcomers. These have been 
identified as a key aspect in terms of job performance in the organizational literature (e.g. 
Phillips, 1998; Porter & Steers, 1973; Wanous, Poland, Premack & Davis, 1992). However, 
the empirical evolution of work expectations is by all accounts limited. Broadly, expectations 
have been largely associated with motivational theory (Vroom, 1964), as previous studies have 
investigated the regulating effects of those expectations on levels of motivation. Specifically, 
in organizational psychology research, the great bulk of studies have been addressed at the 
consequences of both met and unmet expectations in job outcomes (e.g. Wanous et al., 1992).  
This line of research is still of great interest, as it allows for an understanding of the 
functioning and formation of an individual´s work expectations (Gkorezis & Kastritsi, 2016). 
Research related to newcomer’s adaptation in relation to person environment-fit (P-E) has also 
been conducted. Wang, Zhang, Mccune and Truxillo (2011) carried out a longitudinal study 
with 671 Chinese workers tested over two periods of time. The study examined the effects of 
personality variables on job related outcomes, Wang et al. (2011) stated that their study “was 
able to distinguish adaptability from proactive personality and Openness to Experience both 
conceptually and empirically” (p. 184). 
 A second fundamental aspect of study about newcomers’ expectations, are the sources 
of anticipatory socialization, as family, friends, schools and universities in the development of 
work expectations (Feij, 1998; Levine & Hoffner, 2006). This will be further discussed in 
Section 1.4 of this Chapter and in Chapter 5. 
 A third aspect of theoretical and empirical interest related to the management of work 
expectations, focuses on organizational socialization processes of newcomers (e.g. Bauer & 
Erdogan, 2014; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002; Cooper-Thomas, Paterson, Stadler & 
Saks, 2014; Garavan & Morley, 1997; Feldman,1981; Louis, 1980; Van Maanen & Schein, 
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1979). Section 1.5.1 discusses this in more detail, and Section 1.8 reports several relevant 
measures previously developed that indicate a growing concern in finding ways of facilitating 
employee socialization.  
 But perhaps one of the most critical aspects in the evolution of the newcomers’ research, 
is on the level of surprise and shock they experience when entering a new environment (e.g. 
Louis, 1980; Taris, Feij & Capel, 2006). In this research, there is now an understanding that 
career shocks are very likely and experienced as major transitions (e.g. Carver & Scheier, 1982; 
Kramer, 1974). A recent qualitative study, developed by Korte, Brunhaver and Sheppard 
(2015) explored the expectations and experiences of newcomers and managers through in-
depth interviews, and found how socialization processes are perceived to be ambiguous by new 
employees, that misinterpretations are common place and that work expectations remain 
unaddressed. Korte et al., (2015) worked with a population of recent graduates, and although 
their methodological approach (qualitative) differs with the one of the present PhD 
(quantitative), the challenging transition of an individual from school to the workplace, 
resonates strongly with the theoretical and empirical aspects that are reported here. 
Previous measures have been focused on capturing the aspects of employees already 
working in organizations. But empirical efforts to measure the state of newcomers’ work 
expectations prior to organizational entry in a population with limited or no professional 
experience is still lacking. The present PhD research is fundamentally addressing this. The 
following sections review in detail major theoretical streams in the work expectations field, 
and the target population studied: Newcomer graduates with limited or no professional 
experience in New Zealand. 
1.3 Newcomers’ Expectations: Organizational Reality Perception Antecedents 
 Employees enter organizations with diverse backgrounds, and different levels of 
experience and education.  That organizations need to manage that entrance successfully is a 
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matter that previous research has focused on (e.g. Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Chao, O’Leary-
Kelly, Wolf, Klein & Gardiner, 1994; Cooper-Thomas, 2006; Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, 
Rubenstein & Song, 2013).  Research suggests that different approaches can be taken to address 
this issue, with a predominant common purpose of aiming for the best possible path to allow 
for a successful adaptation of the newcomer (e.g., Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo & Tucker, 
2007; Gruman, Saks & Zweig, 2006; Song & Chathoth, 2010). 
 Newcomer adjustment is at the centre of previously developed constructs like the 
psychological contract (Rousseau, 1990), expectancy value theory (Feather, 1995), 
occupational reality shock (Lawler, Kuleck, Rhode & Sorensen, 1975), and expectation 
lowering procedures (Buckley, Fedor, Veres & Wiese, 1998). All of those constructs imply 
that the successful management of the newcomer’s adaptation is actually about the 
management of his or her expectations.  
 Each one of those constructs have contributed to an understanding of, and expansion of 
the field of work expectations. A review of each construct is provided below in order to 
recognise how they have shaped the research and theory in work expectations and how they 
inform this research.  
1.3.1 Initial psychological contract.  
The first and most salient construct about employees’ job expectations is the 
psychological contract. Perhaps considered the most prominent author in recent times about 
this construct, is Rousseau (1990). However, the idea of psychological contract was first 
discussed in the early 1960’s (Argyris, 1957; Levinson et al., 1962; Schein, 1965). Specifically, 
Argyris (1957) employed the concept of psychological contract when analysing the relationship 
between employees and supervisors in two factories, noting that the first performed their tasks 
on  a regular basis maintaining the production, if the latter complied with the norms associated 
to the job (i.e. adequate salaries, safe jobs).  
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Despite Argyris (1957) coining the term psychological contract, are Levinson et al. 
(1962) that further elaborated the concept. Levinson et al. (1962) conceptualized that the 
psychological contract is unwritten and represents the set of expectations between the 
organization and the employee. Schein (1965) proposed that the psychological contract 
involved the conditions of employment, and that the continuation of the employment 
relationship depends on the degree to which mutual expectations (i.e. employee and employer) 
are met.  
 Around the same time, related research on the nature of the psychological contract by 
Berlew and Hall (1964), showed how a longitudinal study at AT&T proved that if in a given 
year the contract failed to be met for one of the parties, there was a significant likelihood of the 
employee leaving the organization in the following year. During the 1980s, MacNeil (1985), 
coined two versions of what he referred to as the social contract: relational and transactional. 
The relational contract entails a long-term mutual relationship, while the transactional contract 
is founded on a shorter-term relation of benefits and contributions (Hall, 2002). 
 Early views of the psychological contract highlight that the first version (i.e. relational) 
is closer to the “old contract” (Hall, 2002). The old contract essentially describes a long-term 
work relationship that ensure contractual stability and permanence inside the company. It was 
built on the idea of the job market during the 1970s, mostly in the USA, and it referred to large 
companies with strong internal labour markets (e.g., AT&T, IBM, Sears, Exxon), and 
therefore, companies that ‘guaranteed’ long-career cultures to their employees (Hall, 2002). 
Those big companies were predominantly very successful firms, and mostly independent of 
fluctuations of the economic cycle (Hall, 2002). In this view, the companies that could provide 
their employees with this type of employment security, were very few and non-representative 
of most of the work reality of that time. 
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One thing, however, that has been rather problematic about the psychological contract, 
as described by Anderson and Schalk (1998) is the lack of consensus about its 
conceptualization. Anderson and Schalk (1998) in this regard state the following: “A 
comparison of the definitions given earlier by Schein (1978), Kotter (1973), Henriot and 
Pemberton (1995) and Rousseau (1989) shows that different combinations of terms are used 
like perceptions, expectations, beliefs, promises and obligations” (p. 639).  Thomas and 
Anderson (1998) state how the use of the labels expectations and obligations have often been 
interchanged. 
 Before delving in the lack of consensus about the conceptualization of the psychological 
contract and the implications for the present study, a reflection on Rousseau´s work is needed. 
Anderson and Schalk (1998) who pondered on the past and future of the psychological contract, 
stated that the main contribution of Rousseau (1990) (and what represents a departure from 
previous conceptualizations) was her introducing a narrow definition of the concept. That is, 
previously, the multiple levels of expectations (organizational and individual) were compared 
interchangeably. Rousseau (1990) instead put the emphasis on the individual: 
Psychological contracts are an individual’s beliefs regarding reciprocal obligations. 
Beliefs become contractual when the individual believes that he or she owes the 
employer certain contributions (e.g. hard work, loyalty, sacrifices) in return for certain 
inducements (e.g. high pay, job security). As perceived obligations, psychological 
contracts differ from the more general concept of expectations in that contracts are 
promissory and reciprocal. Promises of future behaviour (in this case on the part of the 
employer) typically are contingent on some reciprocal action by the employee.  
(Rousseau, 1990, p. 390). 
 By considering Rousseau’s (1990) definition, it can be noted as well, that she is not 
referring to expectations but obligations. This take on the conceptualization has drawn her 
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criticism. Herriot (1996), notes that her definition does not consider the change of career 
ambitions of an individual throughout different stages of life. In this line, ambitions are evoking 
expectations, and the possibility of them changing throughout different developmental 
moments is something at the core of this research.  
In Sections 1.6 and 1.7 the characteristics of the target population of this research 
(newcomer graduate) are discussed, but here it needs to be noted that this research sticks to the 
set of expectations (instead of obligations) of the new employee preceding the establishment 
of the psychological contract. This is because obligations denote aspects that are embedded in 
a specific organization (e.g. norms, schedules), while expectations entail a construction that 
precedes specific work environments.  Which is the focus of this research. 
Nonetheless, Rousseau’s work (1990) has been decisive in understanding the gaps 
between the actual contract of employment and the perceived psychological contract. Her work 
provided new horizons about the functionality of the contract, and ways in which it could be 
further studied (Conway & Briner, 2005). One of the main contributions of Rousseau (1990) 
was the shift from a two interconnected parties-dynamic (employee-employer), towards the 
individual perception as the main factor to interpret and assign values to the psychological 
contract (Conway & Briner, 2005). This means that for Rousseau (1990) it is all about the 
individual’s perceptions of observable behaviour that constitutes to the psychological contract. 
A second vital contribution of Rousseau’s was the notion of contract breach, and how such 
rupture would produce negative outcomes. 
Further work on the psychological contract include Garavan and Morley (1997) that 
noted how the psychological contract starts even before the formal organization encounter 
takes place, and how the contract can be significantly modified through different socialization 
stages. As mentioned before, the contract itself is not written down and any compromise of its 
terms usually is not overtly negotiated, in this respect the contract has a tacit nature, and 
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because of that a dissonance of expectations between both parties’ is highly anticipated 
(Garavan & Morley, 1997). 
Brotherton (2009) worked on 5 elements, he considered attached to the definition of the 
psychological contract that comprise previous conceptual developments: promissory, implicit, 
reciprocal, perceptual, and based on expectations. It is promissory, because it can be built 
around promises that newcomers are certain were made to them (Brotherton, 2009). It is 
implicit because it is unspoken, unwritten and likely to be misunderstood (Brotherton, 2009). 
It is reciprocal, as it is framed in what is perceived to be an exchange of mutual obligations 
from both parts: employee and employer (Brotherton, 2009). It is perceptual, because the view 
and interpretation of that contract is based on the distinctive background of each individual 
(Brotherton, 2009). Finally, it is based on expectations, because the preceding ideas of the 
individual-organization relationship, are underpinning to a great extent that exchange 
(Brotherton, 2009).                                           
 Of relevance is the contribution of Guest (1996), who conceptualized the psychological 
contract in a fashion that was more accessible to human resource management specialists. In 
this respect he broke down the psychological contract into three aspects: trust, fairness and 
delivery of the deal. Guest (1998) also considered and highlighted the consequences of the 
fulfilment or failure of the psychological contract on job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, sense of security, employment relations, motivation, organizational citizenship, 
absence, and intention to quit.  
Subsequent work by Rousseau (2001) related to the antecedents of the psychological 
contract, outlines the phases of contract formation and how it comes into existence. The 5 
phases of contract formation identified are: pre-employment, recruitment, early socialization, 
later experiences, and evaluation (revision/violation) (Rousseau, 2001). 
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 The pre-employment phase alludes to the previous background influencing the 
professional’s perception of the future employee, this background refers to norms and societal 
beliefs acting upon how an occupation is viewed and perceived (Rousseau, 2001). The next 
phase, recruitment, is the active process in which the exchange of promises is done by both the 
employing organization and the prospective employee, therefore is a two-way communication 
(George, 2009). The third phase corresponds to early socialization, and Rousseau (2001) states 
that this is a continued period of exchanged promises, characterized by an active search for 
information from both parties, and that search for information can involve multiple sources 
(co-workers, managers, and customers/clients).  
In the fourth phase, labelled as later experiences, the exchange of promises is more 
intermittent, the socialization tactics decrease from the organizational side as the individual is 
less and less a “new employee” (Rousseau, 2001). The final and fifth phase refers to the 
assessment, review and breach – if applicable - of the psychological contract (Rousseau, 2001). 
The breach of the psychological contract is probably the most salient phase in empirical 
research, because its rupture has a substantial and visible impact on the employee’s behaviour 
(Carbery, Garavan, & O’Brien, 2003; Conway & Briner, 2002).  
Recent research related to the psychological contract has studied the moderating role of 
forgiveness when breach of psychological contract takes place (Pereira Costa & Neves, 2017). 
Using a sample of 220 employees and their supervisors, it was found that forgiveness cognition 
moderated the relationship between the psychological contract breach and emotional 
exhaustion (Pereira Costa & Neves, 2017). Bullying also has been recently researched in 
relation to breach of the psychological contract (e.g. Kakarika, González-Gomez & 
Dimitriades, 2017). Kakarika et al., 2017 conducted a study with 275 employees from France 
and Greece, the findings showed that bullying causes psychological contract breach, as 
employees attribute the responsibility to the organization, no matter who the bully is.   
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Gibbard, Griep, Hoffart and Onen (2017) explored the breach of the psychological 
contract at a team-level. Gibbard et al., (2017) specifically examined two categories of person-
team fit: complementary (i.e. unique individual’s characteristics that are an addition to the 
team) and supplementary (i.e. individual’s characteristics that are similar to the team). Data 
was collected in different waves from a group of 66 electrical and computer engineering 
students, during a period of 12 weeks (Gibbard et al., 2017). Findings suggest that 
psychological contract breach would result in decreased supplementary fit and increased 
complementary fit (Gibbard et al., 2017). Psychological contract breach experienced by ethnic 
minorities has also been studied (Kong & Jolly, 2018). In this study, it was hypothesized that 
ethnic minority employees are inclined to consider psychological contract breach as a threat 
and attribute it to ethnic discrimination, which leads to fear-driven silence coping (Kong & 
Jolly, 2018). The study collected data from 135 employed Asian Americans and findings 
supported the hypothesis (Kong & Jolly, 2018).  
In summary, research related to newcomers and psychological contract, outlines how a 
psychological contract starts building up before the actual entry to an organization, and that 
newcomers develop an anticipatory psychological contract to try to make sense of the 
ambiguities associated with a job transition (Delobbe, Cooper-Thomas & De Hoe, 2016; De 
Vos, Buyens & Schalk, 2003; Shore & Tetrick, 1994). These aspects are strongly related to the 
premise of the ORP construct, that is, work expectations that have been developed in advance 
of organizational entry. The nature of the ORP construct is discussed in Section 1.9. 
1.3.2 Expectancy value theory.  
The second research area on work expectations addressed here is expectancy value 
theory (EVT), this assumes that some situations are perceived with a positive valence, either 
because they are attractive and personally important, while others simply are not (Vroom, 1964; 
Feather, 2005). EVT predicts “that the intensity of striving towards a particular alternative 
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situation or behaviour will be positively related to the degree to which that situation or 
behaviour is valued” (Feather, 2005, p. 258). 
Atkinson (1957) is one the first authors to explore motivational determinants of risk-
taking behaviours. He studied the path of action a person goes through among a set of possible 
alternatives (Atkinson, 1957). He was interested in the variables associated with the execution 
of a task, and in doing so, he identified three variables: motive, expectancy and incentive 
(Atkinson, 1957). Atkinson (1957) explained that an expectancy is a “cognitive anticipation, 
usually aroused by cues in a situation, that performance of some act will be followed by a 
particular consequence. The strength of an expectancy can be represented as the subjective 
probability of the consequence of some act” (p.360). 
In his work, Atkinson (1957) established that actions are governed by a drive of some 
sort, the possibility of getting something from it, but before all of that, by the cognitive 
anticipation of it, in other words expectation(s). The importance of the value in the individual’s 
decisions is also addressed by other authors (i.e., Eccles, 1983; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992), who 
point out that the incentive value of the task is considered another determinant of the task 
choice, as individuals are inclined to engage in tasks that they positively value and avoid tasks 
that are negatively assessed.  
In this line, expectancy-value theory has been developed in the context of the 
psychology of motivation and has as predominant characteristic to attempt to link action 
(involving choice, performance and persistence) to the perceived attractiveness and/or aversion 
of expected outcomes (Feather, 1988; Vroom, 1964). In other words, Feather (1988) stated that 
an individual’s actions are presumed to have a link with the expectations held by that 
individual, and to the subjective values assigned by him/her to the result of those actions. 
Therefore, his work focused on the role of values and their effects on behaviours: “Like needs 
and wants, a person’s values may selectively sensitize the individual to certain objects and 
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activities within a situation” (Feather, 1988, p.38). This has been researched in organizational 
contexts.  For example, Taris and Feij (2006) have addressed unmet expectations in relation to 
work aspects that hold a positive valence, because aspects with such valence are considered 
much more powerful precursors of behaviour, motivations and affects. In this line of thinking, 
work adjustment is not only dependant on the fit between expectancies and experience, but also 
on the importance assigned to each one of those aspects. Thus, newcomer’s expectations might 
have attached different values, making certain job aspects more salient than others when it 
comes to evaluating the organizational context. 
 Research has also studied work values and job flexibility in unemployed individuals 
(Van de Broeck, Vansteenkiste, Lens & De Witte, 2009). Van de Broeck et al., (2009) collected 
data from 350 unemployed individuals in Belgium. It was found that general employment value 
was positively related to all types of job flexibility, in other words, individuals that highly 
valued being employed are more willing to accept the conditions offered by a future job. 
Moreover, it was found that individuals who hold an intrinsic work value orientation, are more 
willing to take a job which required to pursue further training. 
Recent research has studied Vroom’s expectancy theory in healthcare workers in Italy 
(De Simone, 2015). The study researched the level of motivation in 492 medical and nursing 
staff regarding valence, expectancy, instrumentality and satisfaction. It found that 6.5 % of the 
sample anticipated benefits from being committed to their work (expectancy), 71.9% 
considered it likely they would be rewarded for their performance (instrumentality), 31.5% of 
individuals assigned a high value to the reward (valence), and 14.2% of the sample reported to 
be very satisfied with their job (satisfaction).  
Wu and Fan (2016) examined the relationship between college students’ achievement 
motivation, academic procrastination and achievement related behaviours. Wu and Fan studied 
584 college students enrolled in an American University. Their findings support the assumption 
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that students’ academic self-efficacy and subjective task value present significant relations with 
students’ academic procrastination, effort and persistence (Wu & Fan, 2016). Specifically, it 
was found that students put more effort into academic tasks when they feel more confident 
about their academic skills. Additionally, when the academic tasks are important, students are 
likely to avoid missing deadlines in those tasks (Wu & Fan, 2016).  
For the interest of the present research, the notion that individuals’ expectations vary in 
terms of outcome desirability, implies the existence of dimensionality or factors. In other 
words, a consistent factorial structure underlying the set of the highest valued work 
expectations for future employees, could be present and could be defined in advance to 
organizational entry. Moreover, distinct work expectations could be present in the absence of 
work experience. 
1.3.3 Occupational reality shock. 
Occupational reality shock (ORS) theory mainly focuses on the outcome of unmet 
expectations. Research related to this construct was born in the professional field of nursing, 
as this is perceived as a highly demanding career in which professional investments do not 
meet equal professional rewards (Charnley, 1999; Kramer, 1974; Kramer, Brewer & Maguire, 
2011; Porter & Steers, 1973; Stacey & Hardy, 2011; Vroom, 1964). 
But perhaps the basis of ORS, and the establishment of the psychological contract comes 
from the Barnard-Simon theory of organizational equilibrium (Simon, Smithburg, & 
Thompson, 1950) which mainly deals with motivation. The main principles of this theory are: 
1. An organization is a system of interrelated social behaviours of a number of persons 
whom we shall call the participants in the organization. 
2. Each participant and each group of participants receives from the organization 
inducements in return for which he makes to the organization contributions. 
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3. Each participant will continue his participation in an organization only so long as the 
inducements are as great or greater (measured in terms of his values and in terms of the 
alternatives open to him) than the contributions he is asked to make. 
4. The contributions provided by the various groups of participants are the source from 
which the organization manufactures the inducements offered to participants. 
5. Hence, an organization is “solvent” –and will continue in existence- only so long as the 
contributions are sufficient to provide inducements in large enough measure to draw 
these contributions. (Simon et al., 1950, p.381). 
      The Barnard-Simon theory of organizational equilibrium (Simon et al., 1950) is 
foundational to the ORS and initial psychological contract. This is because it includes the 
notion of organizational participants/sides interacting, the exchange of contributions from 
those different sides and the need of rewards/inducement, provided by the organization, to 
match or ideally exceed in value the participants’ contributions (Simon et al., 1950). The 
pattern that follows is a cycle of contribution/inducement, and in the absence of those 
rewards/inducements, the cycle breaks (March & Simon, 1958). When the cycle breaks the 
possibility of ORS happening or the psychological contract being breached is very likely. 
Accordingly, March and Simon (1958) noted how an individual inside an organization is faced 
with a dichotomy of choice: the decision to participate and the decision to produce, and how 
when the expectations established prior to organizational entry differ considerably from reality, 
such a discrepancy may impact the employee’s decision to participate or produce.  
Further work on the reality shock construct was carried out by Porter and Steers (1973), 
their research coined the term “met expectations hypothesis”. Their work evaluated the factors 
related to absenteeism, turnover and withdrawal behaviour, specifically they predicted that 
“when an individual’s expectations – what-ever they are- are not substantially met, his 
propensity to withdraw would increase” (Porter & Steers, 1973,  p. 152). This perspective 
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outlines that reality shock is related to negative outcomes, in detail this means that when reality 
shock happens, and work expectations are unmet, this likely translates to poor performance, 
turnover and the compromising of job attitudes (Dean, Ferris & Konstans, 1998; Miller & 
Wager, 1971). Kramer (1974) stated how reality shock is a major problem particularly faced 
by young employees when they first start to work, and that is experienced during the work 
socialization phase.  
Research associated with the negative outcomes resulting from reality shock, shows 
how control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982) is particularly useful to understand how the 
inability to meet expectations is handled by an employee when organizational resources to cope 
with that situation are absent. In general lines, control theory concentrates on self-regulation; 
and it uses the ‘negative feedback loop’, which functions to negate/reduce deviations identified 
from a comparison value (Carver & Scheier, 1982). In more detail, the negative feedback loop 
works according to the following description:  
The input function is the sensing of a present condition. That perception is then 
compared against a point of reference via mechanism called a comparator. If a 
discrepancy is perceived between the present state and the reference value, a behaviour 
is performed (output function), the goal of which is to reduce the discrepancy. The 
behaviour does not encounter the discrepancy directly but by having an impact on the 
system’s environment (i.e., anything external to the system). Such an impact creates a 
change in the present condition, leading to a different perception, which in turn is 
comparted anew with the reference value. This arrangement thus constitutes a closed 
loop of control, the overall purpose of which is to minimize deviations from the 
standard comparison” (Carver & Scheier, 1982, p. 112). 
Applying control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982) to the field of expectations, Buckley 
et al. (1998) state that:  
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The greater the differences between expectations and experiences, the bigger the gap to 
which an individual must respond. As suggested by control theory the larger the gap, 
the more likely the action will be taken to reduce or remove it. (p.454).  
Considering this, it is implied then, how even if sometimes it might be difficult for an 
employee to leave at once a job that does not meet their initial expectations, the disappointment 
is likely to be reflected in low satisfaction and low commitment levels, and increased turnover 
intentions (Buckley et al., 1998). 
More recently, research (e.g. Dhar, 2013; Hultell & Gustavson, 2011; Kodama, 2017; 
Ogata, 2012) have considered reality shock as a risk factor for career development and have 
outlined the need for interventions. Itomine, (2013) found that the training of nurses in medical 
institutions helped to prevent ORS. Kim and Cho (2014) found that pre-service teachers’ 
motivation, and their sense of teaching efficacy influenced their perception of reality shock 
during the first year of professional teaching. Kodama (2017) conducted research on 
newcomers and reality shock as well, by investigating the function of career resilience in 
employees during their first year of tenure to cope with reality shock. It was found that coping 
strategies (e.g. flexibility, openness to change, social skills) and positive attitudes helped in 
preventing the experience of reality shock (Kodama, 2017).  
1.3.4 Expectation lowering procedures. 
The fourth research area regarding work expectations is on expectation lowering 
procedures (ELP) (Buckley et al., 1998; Buckley, Harvey & Novicevic, 2007; Morse & 
Popovich, 2009; Kotter, 1973; Van Dijk, Zeelenberg, & Van der Plight, 1999; Wanous, 1973), 
and it aims to directly manage and ground newcomers’ expectations. ELP is a process that 
presents a very practical approach on how to handle expectations. In first place it is recognised 
that a contract is enacted (psychological contract) between the employee and organization upon 
organizational entry, and often (if not always) even before that (e.g., during 
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recruitment/selection process). In second place, it acknowledges that individuals typically 
develop unrealistically high expectations that often result in mismatches (i.e. reality shock) 
(Kotter, 1973; Schein, 1978). The purpose of ELP is then: “to lower those expectations that are 
out of line with reality, and thus minimize negative outcomes” (Buckley et al., 1998, p. 453). 
Before expanding on ELP, it is necessary to discuss realistic job preview (RJP) which 
is considered an antecedent of ELP. The origins of RJP go back to the human relations era, 
where companies started to see and value employees as a competitive advantage, this marked 
a considerable departure from the American industry period view of employees (Katzell & 
Austin, 1992; Morse & Popovich, 2009). The realistic job preview was introduced as a 
procedure in applied research, and mainly as a response to a consistent problem: early turnover 
(i.e. Tenure of less than one year) in organizations (Morse & Popovich, 2009). This entailed 
that employees left their job before having returned to the company in productivity what was 
invested on them in recruitment costs. Weitz (1956), proposed that by providing job applicants 
with a realistic concept of the position they were applying for, the likelihood of turnover could 
decrease.  
 To test this assumption, Weitz (1956) carried out a study with 474 incoming insurance 
agents, and it was confirmed from that sample that the group exposed to the realistic job 
preview before job acceptance, had less turnover during the first six months in comparison to 
the group that were provided with traditional recruitment information. However, Weitz (1956) 
acknowledged the difficulties in filling positions by using realistic preview information. This 
was one of the main reasons why during the 1980s and 1990s, RJP were used with mixed 
support.  
It was Wanous (1973), however, who is considered to have carried out the most work 
in relation to conceptualization and research about realistic job previews (RJP). As its name 
suggest, RJP intend to provide the job applicant with a realistic overview of both positive and 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               28 
   
negative aspects of what it will be like to work in that particular job or organization (Wanous, 
1973).  
 Detractors of RJPs have identified as its main issue the adverse self-selection 
hypothesis, this phenomenon implies that: “the presentation of negative information pertaining 
to a specific job or organization will result in the disproportionate attrition rate of the highest 
qualified applicants from the applicant pool” (Morse & Popovich, 2009, p.5). To assess this 
hypothesis, Bretz and Judge (1998) conducted an experiment in which applicants rated the 
attraction to the organization/position pursued. Results showed partial support for the 
hypothesis, as it was found that applicants were weighting negative information more heavily 
in comparison with positive information. One of the most interesting findings, and of relevance 
for the topic of this PhD, is the sample used by Bretz and Judge (1998). Two samples of 
undergraduate and graduate students were studied, and the authors concluded that high quality 
candidates have higher career opportunities and therefore, are more likely to withdrawn 
themselves from job positions with negative aspects attached to them (Bretz & Judge, 1998). 
This phenomenon has also been addressed by Rynes, Bretz and Gerhart (1990) who noted that 
high-quality profiled candidates would likely self-select out of the applicant pool.  
Having in mind the strengths and weaknesses of the RJP, Buckley et al. (1998) 
introduced the expectation lowering procedures (ELP), defined as a generalized realistic 
recruitment tool, and intended to be used as a replacement for RJPs. In regard to the qualities 
of the ELP it is noted that:  
The ELP was designed to correct some specific criticisms of the RJP, and has at least 
three major advantages in its content, structure and theory. First, the content of the ELP 
is general and not job or organization specific. Second, the structure of the ELP does 
not suffer from the development issues that have plagued the RJP in the past. Finally, 
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the psychological processes that the ELP acts on are hypothesized to be more direct 
than those that the RJP acts upon.  (Morse and Popovich, 2009, p.4).  
 According to those three aspects, ELP intends to achieve the same objective as the RJP 
but doing so with a more generalized approach. This means that during  ELP,  job specific 
details are not addressed, and the process focuses instead on assisting the applicant with 
understanding the realities of entering a new organization (Morse & Popovich, 2009). ELP, as 
noted earlier, works with the notion that individuals tend to develop unrealistically high 
expectations (Wanous, 1972, 1973), and targets them as ungrounded and highly optimistic, but 
does not do it by drawing criticism of the reality of the organization. The ELP then, is more a 
re-calibration of the applicant’s pre-employment unrealistic expectations that does not convey 
positive nor negative aspects of the specific organization a candidate is applying for (Morse & 
Popovich, 2009). 
 Because of its generalized nature, in which specific details of the job are not meant to 
be included, an ELP template can be developed and implemented with few modifications in a 
variety of organizations (Buckley et al., 1998; Morse & Popovich, 2009). On the other hand, 
ELPs are noted to be more direct, because the target are the actual applicants’ expectations 
without considering the specificities of the organization (Morse & Popovich, 2009). This view 
implies that work expectations are held in advance, and independent of what the job has to 
offer. 
Subsequent work to Buckley et al. (1998), has studied  ELP as a mechanism to contain 
and neutralize disappointment, which is “experienced when the chosen option turns out to be 
worse than expected” (Van Dijk et al., 2002, p. 506). As discussed before, that disappointment 
has been largely conceptualized under the term reality shock (Lawler et al., 1975). If 
mismatches between expectations and reality are likely to take place, what can be done then, 
to avoid disappointment? Van Dijk et al. (2002), presented two possible strategies people can 
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choose to avoid such outcome: “First, they may bring the outcome in line with their 
expectations. Second, they may bring their expectations in line with an anticipated (lower) 
outcome” (p. 507). Van Dijk et al. (2002) pondered about the two strategies and concluded that 
the first is complicated to attain, as outcomes often depends of a variety of factors. The second 
strategy is more possible to obtain, as it involves the individual’s decision to lower initial 
expectations to prevent the possibility of an abrupt disappointment (Van Dijk et al., 2002).  
Recent work by Gibson, Hardy, Baur, Frink and Buckley (2015) has focused on the 
importance of ELP and RJP in the acculturation of expatriate assignments. Gibson et al. (2015) 
outline that expatriate assignments is a common practice of sending employees to international 
locations to establish new offices/business, to fill skill deficiencies, and for commuter 
assignments. Despite the increased demand for expatriate assignments, these still prove to be 
very difficult because of cultural and family pressures. Gibson et al. (2015) provide a 
theoretical framework  which highlights the responsibility of organizations in developing 
realistic expectations for expatriate assignments. They hypothesize that the use of ELP, RJPs 
and RLCP (realistic living conditions preview) are vital for facilitating effective acculturation 
and adjustment. Further empirical work in this regard is needed (Gibson et al., 2015). 
 1.3.5 Summary of theoretical streams on work expectations. 
Having reviewed all the aforementioned constructs, it is seen how by identifying and 
successfully addressing expectations, it may be possible to carry out a more effective 
newcomer adjustment into an organization. The four constructs present different views as to 
what expectations represent in terms of employee adjustment: the initial psychological contract 
establishes the notion of adequate reciprocity of what is expected, and what is received, in the 
continuous exchange between employee and organization. Expectancy value theory suggests 
how among the wide range of expectations guiding the employee, there are some that are more 
important, and are therefore more difficult to be overlooked if obstacles to achieve them appear. 
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The occupational reality shock literature describes the aftermath of unmet expectations in terms 
of emotions, attitudes and outcomes. Finally, the expectation lowering procedure literature 
presents a possible intervention to a problem recognised, but scarcely addressed, by providing 
the candidate with job information before organizational entry takes place. With this strategy 
it is anticipated that newcomers can deal better with the reality that they are about to enter. 
All four research literatures have made a valuable contribution to the understanding of 
how newcomers can or cannot adapt to a new organizational environment. There is, however, 
a narrow understanding of how newcomers’ expectations are built in advance of organizational 
entry. In other words, there is limited research on how a whole set of work expectations and 
ideas of reciprocity have been built and unravelled in the newcomer’s mind even before starting 
to consider applying for a job or to a specific organization, and therefore, even the 
establishment of the initial psychological contract. In this line, further understanding of sources 
of anticipatory work socialization is of key relevance. 
Also, as expectancy value theory suggests, if there are indeed some expectations that 
are more valued/weighted than others, and harder to be surrendered by the newcomer, there is 
still a poor understanding on which ones are the more valued expectations. This suggests the 
possibility of finding a structure of underlying factors about newcomers’ work expectations 
about their future jobs, which is one of the aims of this study.  
Finally, when considering specific interventions, the expectation lowering procedures 
shows a lack of options that can precisely address the important issue of unmet expectations of 
newcomers in organizations. As reviewed before, the ELP is meant to be a generalized (not 
involving in-depth aspects of the job) and direct (targeting specifically applicants’ work 
expectations) procedure. As such, the present study also aims to contribute in that respect with 
the development of the organizational reality perception (ORP) scale. The development of the 
ORP scale, is the principal aim of this research, and its use will potentially provide direct 
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information on new employees’ expectations, and it is envisioned to be applicable to a variety 
of organizations. 
In the next sections, previous research and theory regarding the management of 
expectations through socialization endeavours is addressed: first the anticipatory forms of 
socialization and then formal organizational socialization tactics. This review will help to 
understand the role of socialization in shaping, feeding or grounding work expectations, and 
how the results from this research are aimed to contribute in such processes. 
1.4 Sources of Anticipatory Socialization: Development of Work Expectations Before 
Organizational Entry 
The present research is rooted in previously developed constructs, as was discussed in 
the previous section.  In general, these constructs suggest that understanding newcomers’ 
expectations, and managing them are core aspects of employees’ adjustment. However, this 
research intends to broaden the understanding of how expectations are present and how 
expectations might be developed long before starting a job and being part of an organization. 
Porter, Lawler and Hackman (1975) noted how employees do not come into the organization 
in an absolute “blank slate” state. Garavan and Morley (1997) suggest how “they bring with 
them a set of “cultural baggage” and expectations formed as a result of their education 
processes and social experience” (p.119). 
It has already been noted earlier, when reviewing the ELP literature (i.e., Buckley 1998; 
Wanous, 1973), that the idea of how previous socialization processes have shaped and 
positioned a defined set of expectations in the newcomer’s mind is not news for organizations, 
since research has identified how early turnover in new employees has been an issue for 
decades (Morse & Popovich, 2009). But perhaps the extent of how deeply those expectations 
might be rooted in the new employee’s mind, especially for those who are young professionals 
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or graduates’ newcomers, and the implications of this, has been largely underestimated in terms 
of organizational interventions.  
ELP (Buckley et al., 1998) and RJP (Wanous, 1973) are processes that show the 
acknowledgement from the organization, that the newcomer is bringing with him/her previous 
baggage. According to this view, a key question to ask is where does that baggage come from? 
To respond to that question, it is necessary to review what theorists have called anticipatory 
work socialization (Feij, 1998; Jablin & Putnam 2000; Kelloway & Harvey, 1999; Vondracek 
& Porfeli, 2003), defined as “the process of gaining knowledge about work that begins in early 
childhood and continues until entering the workplace full time” (Levine & Hoffner, 2006, p. 
647).  
Jablin (2000) developed a model of organizational entry and assimilation, in which he 
viewed anticipatory socialization as a process in which individuals learn about work, before 
the first organizational entry takes place, and it usually covers the childhood and young 
adulthood stages. Levine and Hoffner (2006) were particularly interested in exploring the 
sources from which individuals learn about work before being active members of the 
workforce. To do so, they carried out a study with 64 high school students regarding five 
anticipatory socialization sources: parents, educational institutions, part-time employment, 
friends and the mass media. From those five sources, Levine and Hoffner (2006) found that 
parents, school, and part-time jobs were identified as the main sources of knowledge about the 
requirements of performing a job, and parents specifically were considered to be the source of 
great advice regarding jobs and careers. The major five sources mentioned – parents, 
educational institutions, part-time job experiences, friends, and the mass media - have also been 
researched by other authors (Feij, 1998; Jablin, 2000; Jodl, Michael, Malanchuk, Eccles & 
Sameroff, 2001), although, Jablin (2000) noted that friends, part-time employment and the 
mass media had received the least attention in empirical research. 
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Research about the five traditionally sources of anticipatory socialization, has provided 
insight into how individuals make career decisions (Levine & Hoffner, 2006). Parents have 
been established as the primary source of socialization for children and adolescents, as they 
provide a close view of work-related behaviours, usually through household tasks and other 
home related duties (Levine & Hoffner, 2006). Also, parents themselves are a model, as 
children can observe them in work-related activities or listen to them when they talk about their 
jobs whether in a positive (e.g, successes) or negative (e.g. conflict) way (Kelloway & Harvey, 
1999). 
After parents, educational institutions are the second source traditionally identified to 
have a significant impact in socializing individuals, with the main goal of making those 
individuals productive members of society (Jablin, 1985). Schools are key in providing 
children with exposure to different organizational roles (students, teachers, principal, and staff), 
and require them to function in a hierarchical structure with individuals of their own age 
(Levine & Hoffner, 2006). In educational institutions, children and teenagers can find 
themselves in contact with a career counsellor, whose role is to orient them and to give 
information, advice and assistance in career development. Jablin (2000) has noted, however, 
that the kind of information provided by schools regarding future jobs, is more oriented toward 
general requirements than specific career options. 
Part-time employment is the third source of anticipatory socialization, although its 
contribution has been debated (e.g., Levine & Hoffner, 2006; Vondracek & Porfeli, 2003). 
According to Greenberg and Steinberg (1986), the part-time job commonly performed by 
adolescents falls into occupations that do not demand a great variety of skills (i.e., retail, 
clerical, food service, cleaning, manual labour), they do, however, provide an opportunity to 
understand work-related relationships and communication processes. This situation presents a 
duality, as adolescents are exposed to real job responsibilities which can be beneficial for job 
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attitudes and personal characteristics, but most of those jobs are limited in developing skills for 
future occupations, especially for professional interests (Loughlin & Barling, 2001; Mortimer 
& Finch, 1996). 
Friends are the fourth source of anticipatory socialization, and it has been noted that 
this source is of relevance during adolescence (Jablin, 2000; Levine & Hoffner, 2006), as 
friends are key in providing feedback on the desirability of different occupations. Friends also 
are key for social support, for sharing information and as a point of reference, since they are 
individuals undertaking similar situations, both in curricular and extracurricular activities 
(Eccles & Barber, 1999; Levine & Hoffner, 2006). 
In terms of anticipatory socialization, perhaps the most common or stable measure 
taken by organizations to handle pre-work employee’s expectations are job internships. Dailey 
(2016), conducted a study over 15 months, exploring how internships impact full-time 
employees’ organizational and vocational socialization experiences. It was found that 
internships have the potential to provide more realistic perceptions than other classic 
approaches of anticipatory socialization, like recruitment or vocational messages (Dailey, 
2016). 
It should be noted that job internships have been deemed as a form of anticipatory 
socialization, specifically organizational anticipatory socialization in which “job seekers and 
employers learn and develop expectations about one another” (Dailey, 2016, p.455), and also 
as a form of vocational anticipatory socialization in “which people learn about their particular 
roles” (Dailey, 2016, p. 455). Internships are then instrumental as a form of anticipatory 
socialization for full time employment, and the work expectations attached to it.  
Previous research on internships have identified their benefits: first, as an experience 
from which solid career decisions can be drawn (Coco, 2000; D’Abate, 2010; Taylor, 1988) 
and second, as a mean to get better job prospects and higher salaries (Callanan & Benzing, 
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2004). Dailey (2016) noted, however, that both in theoretical and empirical grounds, further 
work needs to be generated regarding how internships foster socialization.  
As a form of anticipatory socialization, internships are pivotal in building expectations 
about organizations before entering them (Jablin, 2000), and also expectations about vocations, 
roles and job practices (Cable, Aiman-Smith, Mulvey & Edwards, 2000; Callanan & Benzing, 
2004). Internships, therefore, provide the intern with a great deal of information and 
interactions that can lead to different levels of identification, defined as “the perception of 
oneness or belongingness to an organization where the individual defines him or herself in 
terms of the organization” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 104).  
Internships as a form of organizational socialization, are about interns being in a 
position where they are not full employees inside a company (i.e. in terms of schedule, 
responsibilities and benefits), but still get to experience aspects of what it is like to be an 
employee (Dailey, 2016).  Having in mind this situation, it has been discussed as to whether 
internships qualify as a proper organizational encounter (Barnett, 2012), which is defined as 
the moment employees start to work, and that involves: “a context overlaid with uncertainty, 
sense making and identity development” (Kramer & Miller, 2013, p.525).  
In this line, another question pondered by Dailey (2016) is can students avoid 
experiencing all the ambiguity that will be associated with a new job by undertaking an 
internship. Dailey (2016) suggests it can be of particular importance if interns become full time 
employees in the same organizations they undertake their internship with, as their 
organizational context is kept the same. However, Dailey (2016) considers the internship 
experience can also be beneficial, even in the case that interns continue their professional 
careers in a different company, as previous internship experiences can be transferable to similar 
organizational contexts. In most of the cases, it is expected that students involved in internships 
will develop more realistic expectations (Barnett, 2012). 
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A vital aspect required to succeed in generating organizational identification during 
internship, is how the organization engage its interns. Dailey (2016) has highlighted how sense 
giving and sense making practices allow interns to develop organizational identification. Sense 
giving is enacted in organizations by providing interns with symbolic artefacts (e.g. t-shirts), 
and also by allowing them access to information and all areas inside facilities (Dailey, 2016). 
Sense making entails an active exercise from the intern to reflect on the organizational culture, 
their type of membership and job roles (Dailey, 2016). 
There are, nonetheless, other practices that although part of the socialization 
experience, like sense breaking and identity forecasting, do not encourage organizational 
identification (Dailey, 2016). With sense breaking, organizations make sure to imply that 
interns are not full organizational members, this could be done by labelling them as being in 
training or reminding them of being tested for a full-time position, or by simply tagging them 
continuously as interns; all of which has the potential to make them feel degraded in their 
organizational status (Dailey, 2016). Identity forecasting can be related to sense breaking, as it 
is the process of inhibiting organizational identification from interns once they understand they 
will not continue as full-time employee, thus they tend to detach themselves from the 
corporative views (Dailey, 2016). While the four practices mentioned above have the 
possibility to ground expectations of future newcomers, Dailey (2016) suggests that sense 
breaking, and identity forecasting can have negative effects on maintaining the interest of 
interns to pursuing that type of employment in the future. 
 Having addressed the sources of anticipatory socialization here, the next section will 
discuss the specifics of organizational socialization practices and employee adjustment. 
1.5 Newcomer Adaptation to the Work Environment 
Even with the range of anticipatory job socialization sources that have been highlighted, 
it is widely considered that adaptation to the work environment happens during the first year 
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of proper employment. Klemme and Bell (2013) define newcomer adjustment as the process 
an individual experience within the first year at an employing organization. Newcomer 
adjustment involves learning how to perform the tasks of the job and developing an 
understanding of the context within which the job is performed (Klemme & Bell, 2013).  
Furthermore, during adjustment, attitudes toward the organization are formed (Klemme & Bell, 
2013).  
Traditionally, theory has viewed adaptation of newcomers as a social and task 
transition. Feldman (1981) identified three aspects that newcomers need to adjust to: First, the 
resolution of role demands, which includes the general understanding of the job’s tasks, their 
priorities and when to perform them, and the development of role clarity. The second aspect is 
task mastery, which refers to learning and gaining confidence to perform well in the assigned 
role, and the development of self-efficacy (Feldman, 1981). The third aspect is adjustment to 
one’s group, which involves social acceptance from colleagues, usually evidenced by their 
willingness to use the set of knowledge, skills and abilities of the newcomer (Bauer & Erdogan, 
2014). A fourth aspect suggested by Bauer and Erdogan (2014) which can be added to 
Feldman’s list, is the adaptation to the organization itself, which points to the degree of 
identification with the culture, values, language, leadership and communication styles that 
characterizes an organization.  
1.5.1 Organizational socialization. 
Adaptation is a challenge faced by the new employee and by the organization. 
Adaptation is usually addressed through the process of organizational socialization that has as 
a main goal the transfer of organizational norms and values to newly hired employees (Wanous, 
1980). Socialization is defined as the “primary process by which people learn the ropes of an 
organization and adapt to the new roles within it” (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979, p. 211). 
Usually this process is triggered by the organization in an institutional way, but newcomers 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               39 
   
can be proactive by assuming positive attitudes as information seeking and building 
collaborative relationships with key members: co-workers and supervisors (Ashford & Black, 
1996; Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). 
Institutionalized socialization has been described as a process: “in which the 
organization uses formal and structured procedures for socializing newcomers” (Perrot, Bauer, 
Abonneau, Campoy, Erdogan & Liden, 2014, p. 248). Individualized socialization on the other 
hand, implies that individuals are in charge of their own socialization and make use of informal 
and unstructured approaches to achieve that goal (Jones, 1986). Being socialized in a formal 
context has proven to be beneficial for the newcomer in terms of better role clarity and more 
positive job attitudes (Bauer et al., 2007), but it has proven also to have a downside of 
preventing innovation from the newcomer as the focus lay on following established procedures 
and routines to accomplish tasks and goals (Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007).  
Louis (1980), discussed how organizational entry periods are characterized by contrasts 
and surprises, and individuals likely engage in sense making practices in which they involve 
other individuals that have the ability to understand and provide support. Louis (1980) 
proposed a model that portrays what a newcomer is likely to experience when entering a new 
environment. The first aspect experienced is change, which is considered the external, objective 
component in moving from one place to another (e.g. different location, title, salary) (Louis, 
1980). The second aspect is contrast, and it refers to the significant differences perceived by 
the individual about the new environment (Louis, 1980). The third aspect is surprise, that is the 
difference between an individual’s anticipations, and the actual experiences in the new 
environment, surprises can be positive and/or negative (Louis, 1980). 
 Additionally, Louis (1980) proposed a model of sense making that can be used by the 
individual to cope with the new situation. The sense making model is focused on the 
individual’s cognitive processes, and the sources involved in the sense making practice: other’s 
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interpretations (i.e. insiders), local interpretations schemes, predispositions and purposes, and 
past experiences (Louis, 1980).  
Accordingly, one of the most salient aspects regarding socialization in recent and 
previous studies, is social support (Blau, 1967). The two social exchanges that traditionally 
take place at work involve co-workers and supervisors. The first type of exchange is framed in 
the perceived organizational support construct (POS), and the second in leader-member 
exchange (LMX).  Both constructs were created under the social exchange theory framework 
(Blau, 1967), and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). POS provides emotional support, 
affiliation, self-esteem, and approval when being accepted by peers; while LMX highlights 
how supervisors guide newcomers regarding rules and job requirements by highlighting 
resources and formal sources of support (Chen & Eldridge, 2011). Theory and research have 
emphasized the importance of both relationships for newcomer adjustment, especially during 
the first two years of job tenure when turnover rates are generally the highest (Weller, Holtom, 
Matiaske, & Mellewigt, 2009).  
POS and LMX, are also supported by the interactionist perspective (Jones, 1986), which 
assumes that the type and value of the interactions between newcomers and insiders are major 
determinants of adjustment and other socialization outcomes. Both constructs are also related 
to role theory that focuses on the role of negotiation in supervisors’ and co-workers’ 
interactions with newcomers (Graen, Orris, & Johnson, 1973; Katz & Kahn, 1966). 
1.5.2 Adjustment over time. 
 When considering work socialization and the benefits derived from it, a relevant aspect 
to ponder is the long-term aspects associated with the employee’s job outcomes. Past research 
has explored the evolution of work-related attitudes and job performance when work novelty 
decreases. Some relevant longitudinal studies related to the nature of this PhD are discussed 
below. 
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 In this regard, Feij, Whitely, Peiro and Taris (1995) developed a longitudinal study to 
assess longitudinally the newcomers’ progression of career strategies from organizational entry 
towards the first year and a half of job tenure. This study was carried out with young employees 
(i.e., 18-23 years old) who were transitioning from school to work, and data was collected from 
individuals (N=1,718) from 8 countries (i.e. Belgium, England, The Netherlands, France, 
Spain, Portugal, Italy and Israel (Feij et al., 1995). Individuals were employed as machine and 
office technology operators. The model tested was focused on identifying the development of 
career-enhancing strategies, and job content innovation, among young workers. The findings 
showed that social relations, intrinsic values and work centrality facilitate both career strategies 
and innovation attempts. 
 Bravo, Peiró, Rodriguez and Whitely (2003) conducted a longitudinal study to assess 
the newcomer experience following organizational entry by testing how initial institutional 
socialization tactics are related to newcomer stress and career enhancing-strategies. A total of 
661 young newcomers (i.e. 18-30 years old) were examined over 2 years at two points in time. 
The model tested by Bravo et al. (2003) proposed that “institutional socialization tactics that 
newcomers experienced at organization entry are related to both social relations and role stress 
variables 2 years later” (p. 199). Findings confirmed the importance and long-term contribution 
of institutional tactics and the quality of the work relational network in decreasing newcomer’s 
job stress over time (Bravo et al., 2003). Findings also indicate that institutional socialization 
tactics and a good social network, encourage new employees to be proactive in their own work 
socialization and development (Bravo et al., 2003). 
Boswell, Boudreau and Tichy (2005), studied employee turnover by proposing a model 
to test if employees’ job satisfaction would systematically change over time. In detail Boswell 
et al. (2005) proposed the Honeymoon-Hangover effect, described as a process in which: “low 
satisfaction would precede a voluntary job change, with an increase in job satisfaction 
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immediately following a job change (the honeymoon effect), followed by a decline in job 
satisfaction (the hangover effect)” (p. 882). The model was tested with high level managers of 
a large executive firm, the study covered 5 years (i.e. 1992-1996), and turnover data was 
collected in the final four years (Boswell et al., 2005). Participants were tested 5 times over the 
course of those 5 years, and analyses were conducted based on 538 individuals (Boswell et al., 
2005). Boswell et al. (2005) findings suggest a pattern that applies to individuals experiencing 
multiple job changes, this pattern evidences increase of job satisfaction levels with each job 
change but followed by a decline in the subsequent years to the work movement. 
 Boswell, Shipp, Payne and Culbertson (2009) carried out another study based on the 
one described above (Boswell et al., 2005). They conducted the new research with a sample of 
132 newcomers in their first year of employment at 4 periods of time (Boswell et al., 2009). 
Boswell et al. (2009) recognised three limitations from the Boswell et al. (2005) study:  
First, it examined a main effect of a job change on job satisfaction, simply revealing a 
general pattern of satisfaction as a function of whether individuals quit their job in the 
preceding year. Second, this general pattern was measured at 1-year intervals. Finally, 
the sample was solely composed of executives. (p. 845). 
The results from the new study showed a curvilinear pattern of job satisfaction after a 
job change occurred, and that factors related to job change (i.e. voluntary turnover, prior job 
satisfaction) and newcomer experiences (i.e. fulfilment of commitments, extent of 
socialization) have a role in explaining the pattern identified (Bowell et al. 2009). Results 
showed that during the first months, job satisfaction is on a high, then it stabilizes towards the 
6 months tenure, followed by a visible decline towards the end of the first year (Boswell et al., 
2009). Further findings showed that the difference of satisfaction levels between the previous 
job and satisfaction with the current job decreases over time (Boswell et al., 2009). 
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Kammeyer-Mueller et al. (2013) published a study that explored longitudinally the 
relational components of the new employee (i.e. co-workers and supervisors) during the first 
90 days of job tenure. Their research was focused on how either support and undermining 
behaviours from the new employee’s relational network, have an impact on his/her job 
adaptation and future job outcomes (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). The study aimed to 
explore the role of both co-workers and supervisors in the newcomer adjustment, the extent to 
which destructive behaviour hinders newcomer adjustment, and how and under what 
circumstances positive and proactive socialization can impact newcomer adjustment outcomes 
(Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013).  
Kammeyer-Mueller et al. (2013) worked with a sample of new hires at a major research 
university in the upper Midwest of the United States of America, and data was analysed from 
a total of 264 participants. Results of the study showed that proactive behaviour partially 
mediated the relationship between support and future outcomes, additionally the findings 
indicate that proactive behaviours are more likely to occur when an adequate initial social 
support environment and continued support are present (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). 
Further findings showed that newcomers still require support over time, and that co-workers 
have a key role in the process. This was indicated by some groups that had a good start, but 
undermining behaviours began to feature little by little over time (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 
2013). 
Hatmaker and Hee Park (2014), also explored longitudinally newcomers’ social 
networks in 6 waves for more than three years in a large state agency. Hatmaker and Hee Park 
(2014) studied egocentric networks of 25 auditors that describe the set of social links these 
individuals have established with others. By analysing those networks, they intended to 
understand the differences between individuals according to their relationships, access to 
information, opportunities and other related aspects that can result from those relationships 
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(Hatmaker & Hee Park, 2014). Findings suggest that as time progresses, and newcomers switch 
through work projects and teams, they may become more discerning regarding who to include 
and remove from their networks, therefore, allowing more tightly connected networks 
(Hatmaker & Hee Park, 2014). 
The longitudinal studies described above provide an understanding of the changes 
taking place from an individual’s organizational entry towards several months/years into job 
tenure. In general, the studies evidence the importance of work socialization either institutional 
or individual aspects like wellbeing, job-related outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction) and 
development of work relationships. Understanding how those aspects can evolve in an 
individual’s professional career as tenure progresses is key in terms of intervention (i.e. 
orientation programs, socialization processes). For the purpose of this research, it supports the 
need to explore what expectations newcomers have before work socialization processes, in 
order to contribute to the understanding of the work socialization continuum. 
In the next section, the specifics of the target population of this research are detailed, 
focusing in developmental aspects of newcomer graduates. 
1.6 Target Population: Challenges of Socializing Young Professionals into Work 
 This research is focused on the expectations built in the newcomer’s mind before 
entering the organization. The process of adaptation and socialization of any new employee is 
a sensitive procedure in most cases, due to the characteristics of novelty and uncertainty that 
are part of it. However, in the specific case of graduate newcomers, the socialization process 
is probably more sensitive. In this regard, it is presumed that a greater gap exists between 
expectations and reality in newcomer graduates in comparison with seasoned employees in the 
same situation. This greater gap in terms of employees’ expectations without previous 
professional experience might represent a greater difficulty for its management. In this section 
the detailed characteristics of this population are addressed. 
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A greater gap between expectations and reality in the case of graduate newcomers can 
be presumed for several reasons. In first place, obtaining a university degree after at least three 
years of continued education creates ideas, goals and plans. Secondly, implications of having 
graduated from university are not only oriented to professional life; the individual entering the 
workforce will likely endure a developmental transition. In this respect the newcomer graduate 
is transitioning to adult employment, this is associated with collateral effects, such as financial 
independence, which can raise self-awareness, new roles, and routines, and the possibility of 
establishing new social networks, new friends, new alliances, even a family of one’s own 
(Leikas & Salmela-Aro, 2014; Shulman et al., 2014).   
In third place, it has been noted by contemporary social scientists that in recent times, 
more specifically during the last decades, that young people tend to feel more entitled to 
favourable or preferential treatment regarding their education and jobs (Fisk, 2009; Lessards, 
Greenberger, Chen, & Faruggia, 2011). This phenomenon has been conceptualised as job 
entitlement or the belief that obtaining a higher education degree should be compensated with 
a good job (Derber, 1978). Job entitlement has received little empirical attention, but it presents 
a consistent idea of how the investment an individual makes in higher education is often based 
on the idea of a better future or perhaps more aptly, a secure future.  
 Those three aspects highlight the relevance of the need to understand and manage the 
set of expectations brought by the newcomer into the organization. Effective newcomer 
adjustment is important for the young professional as it will allow them to develop a sense of 
confidence and self-efficacy that has the power to set the perspective for the development of 
their future career. Therefore, the management of the newcomer graduate’s expectations is 
fundamentally the management of a transition, not only a work transition, but also a life 
transition. 
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In summary, young professionals, understood as newcomers’ graduates without or with 
limited professional experience are the main target population of this research. The reason 
behind this is because during this stage the transition from a life before work to a life involving 
work is more discernible and evident. Thus, it is anticipated that the set of expectations at this 
stage will be less realistically-based and more idealistically shaped. 
Having addressed the aspects to deal with in the socialization of newcomer’s graduates, 
the next section discusses some of the developmental aspects associated with adult 
employment. 
1.7 Being a Young Professional 
The idea of an individual undergoing a transition in the professional sphere can hardly 
be detached from other personal spheres and is very likely to carry developmental implications. 
Arnett (2000, 2004), coined the term of emerging adulthood. Emerging adulthood is 
fundamentally a new developmental stage that expands on the notion of psychological 
moratorium (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1966) that is neither adolescence nor young adulthood. 
Emergent adulthood as a distinctive period from adolescence and young adulthood, is 
seen as a stage of exploration in terms of relationships, work and worldviews (Arnett, 2000). 
It is marked by a relative independence from social roles and normative expectations, and a 
sense that multiple options and directions are possible (Arnett, 2000). This stage usually takes 
place in the absence of grounding responsibilities (e.g. marriage, children, and mortgages) that 
can prevent the individual from continuous experimentation. Because of this, it has a 
connotation of the psychological moratorium described by Erikson (1968) in “which the young 
adult through free role experimentation may find a niche in some section of his society” (p. 
156). 
Arnett (2000) is careful, in highlighting how this relative freedom is dependent of the 
context, and how the connotation of emerging adulthood is commonly attached to industrialised 
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societies. In terms of demographic characteristics, Arnett (2000) suggested that emergent 
adulthood takes place between the ages of 18 and 25, but subsequent research has implied that 
it could last beyond the mid-twenties. 
Fouad and Bynner (2008) also outline the notion of emerging adulthood taking place 
during the twenties, in which an extension of the period of moratorium takes place before 
adulthood is finally achieved. It describes as well, how young people are reluctant to recognise 
themselves as adults during this period, and how full identity achievement can potentially not 
happen much before the age of 30 (Fouad & Bynner, 2008; Plug, Zejil, & Du Bois-Reymond, 
2003). 
The notion of emergent adulthood and its associated characteristics are of relevance for 
the present research, because, as outlined previously, the main focus is on the newcomer 
graduate/young professional. This newcomer graduate is predicted to have an average age of 
22 years old, which matches the time frame highlighted by Arnett (2000), indicating that 
emergent adults most likely happen to be between the ages of 18 to 25. 
The stage of emergent adulthood is also considered to be a continued preparation for 
adult work roles (Arnett, 2000). During this period, individuals try to explore work possibilities 
to understand what they are good at and what would satisfy them as professionals (Arnett, 
2000). As a student, the undergraduate phase could serve an individual as a means to try 
different subjects, it is not uncommon that college students decide to change majors during the 
first year or sometimes decide to undertake a double major. But even after completing 
undergraduate studies, individuals might choose to prolong their stay at university, engaging 
in graduate school allows for a protracted period of exploration and the possibility to switch 
paths again (Arnett, 2000). 
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1.7.1 Employability. 
 Considering the target population of this research and the previous review of job 
entitlement (Derber, 1978) and transition into the work force (Arnett, 2000), it is relevant to 
discuss the topic of young graduates and employability.  
 Bargsted (2017) explains that the term employability has had three conceptual views 
that although not mutually exclusionary, do involve different aspects. The first view is from a 
clinical context, and it refers to the introduction of individuals with mental or physical diseases 
to work environments (Bargsted, 2017). The second view refers to the quality indicator of 
higher education, which represents the number of graduates getting a job after school 
(Bargsted, 2017).  The third view describes employability as linked to career concept changes. 
That is, the proactive management of one’s own career (Bargsted, 2017). Research on 
employability has also delved into the expectations of employability, described as “the need 
for the individual to develop one’s personal and professional capacity to maximize one’s 
employment potential” (Dill & Craft Morgan, 2018, p.71).  
 Furthermore, Bargsted (2017) highlights that for  governments, employability refers to 
labour insertion (i.e. work placement). This is addressed by education ministries, statistics 
bodies and similar entities, that release yearly rankings providing information about the 
probability of securing a job after graduation and a referent for  future income according to the 
level of academic preparation.  
 On this matter, The New Zealand Ministry of Education (2013), reported general 
findings showing that earnings and employment rates increase with the level of qualification 
gained. Specifically:  
five years after finishing study, the median earnings of young people who complete a 
bachelor’s degree is 48 percent above the national median earnings for those aged 15 
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to 64 years and 45 percent above the median for young people who gain a certificate at 
levels 1-3 (Ministry of Education, 2013, p. 2). 
  Is also reported that in the first year after study, 53% of individuals with a bachelor’s 
degree who stayed in New Zealand were in employment, and 40% continued studying 
(Ministry of Education, 2013). Additionally, it is reported that for those with a graduate 
certificate, and diploma graduates, the employment rates are deemed very high: “Two years 
after study, 77 percent of those who have completed a graduate certificate or diploma and who 
remained in New Zealand were in employment” (Ministry of Education, 2013, p.3). 
Further considerations about the New Zealand context, entail that the institutions and 
official entities see education as a mean of fostering exploration. This aligns with the idea of 
an extended transition towards adulthood (Arnett, 2000). The New Zealand Qualification 
Authority (NZQA) (2017), advices on their official website when choosing a tertiary 
qualification, the following: 
There's a good chance that by the time you are 25 or 30, your career direction 
will be different from the path you took when you left school. Think about that. 
On one hand, the decisions you make when you leave school are not the end of 
the journey. On the other hand, there's no point burning up too many years and 
wasting money on something you might not stick with. Do your best to explore 
widely and keep a range of options in mind until you are sure. (NZQA, 2017, 
para. 5). 
 This information, retrieved from an official governmental entity, is fostering the idea 
of professional exploration in the New Zealand context. Therefore, the possibility of 
moratorium in the population during their mid and late twenties is recognised by NZ official 
institutions. Such vision remarks work mobility and self-direction in the New Zealand context 
and the characteristics of exploration attached to the target population of this study (i.e. young 
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professional). This also suggests the need for identifying the set of work expectations of 
newcomers with limited professional experience, thus, preventing possible negative outcomes 
previously mentioned as early turnover and disappointment.  
1.8 Newcomer Related Measures 
 As stated earlier, the main purpose of this research is to introduce a new theoretical 
construct called Organizational Reality Perception (ORP), and describe the development of a 
scale for the measurement of this construct. The next section (Section 1.9) will discuss this in 
detail. But first, an overview of the existing measures in the field, and whether they are 
appropriate as a foundation for the present measure is presented.  
 As conveyed before in Section 1.5.1 (Organizational Socialization), in order to help 
new employees to adapt, organizations commonly deploy institutional tactics to socialize the 
newcomer into aspects of his/her new job (Perrot, et al., 2014). Organizational socialization is 
therefore, at the centre of the management of new employees allowing for satisfactory future 
job performances. Consequently, previously developed measures related to work expectations, 
have focused on the organizational socialization content. 
 Chao et al. (1994) and Taormina (1994) published two different scales in the same year. 
Both papers discussed the lack and/or ambiguous definition of the organizational socialization 
construct until that point in time, which in turn also evidenced a lack of available instruments 
to measure the process or socialization into work. Chao et al. (1994) founded their work on the 
classic work of Schein (1965, 1978), Feldman (1981) and Fisher (1986). Chao et al. (1994) 
built a scale to measure learning features, processes and outcomes of socialization into work. 
Chao et al. (1994) validated their scale with a sample of 594 college baccalaureate 
graduates to establish the stability of the socialization dimensions they studied. The measure 
was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Ultimately, 
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Chao et al. (1994) concluded that their measure of organizational socialization entailed 6 
factors: performance proficiency (e.g. “I have mastered the required tasks of my job”), people 
(e.g. “I believe most of my coworkers like me”), politics (e.g. “I know who the most influential 
people are in my organization”), language (e.g. “I have not mastered this organization's slang 
and special jargon”), organizational goals and values (e.g. “I would be a good representative 
of my organization”), and history (e.g. “I know the organization's long-held traditions”) (Chao 
et al., 1994). 
 Consideration is also given to Taormina’s work (1994), published the same year and 
with the same purpose of construct development and measurement as the one carried out by 
Chao et al. (1994). Fundamentally, Taormina (1994) aimed to create a measure of 
organizational socialization that is valid and reliable, and that reflects the dynamic interaction 
between both employee and organization. Taormina’s scale (1994) assesses both the 
employee’s own perception, and that of his/her company, in the socialization process and uses 
a 7-point Likert response format. The four factors assessed are: training (e.g. “I was put 
through a formal training program by my company”), understanding/perceptions (e.g. “The 
way to do things in this company was always made clear to me”), co-worker perceptions (e.g. 
“Other workers have helped me to understand my job requirements” ), and prospects for the 
future (e.g. “I can predict my future career path in this organization”) (Taormina, 1994).  
 Subsequent work in developing measures for assessing employee socialization was 
carried out by Haueter, Macan and Winter (2003). Their measure intended to address 
limitations of previous scales. Specifically, Haueter et al. (2003) worked on Chao et al. (1994) 
scale’s limitations, naming three problematic aspects:  
(1) the inconsistent inclusion of different levels of analysis (i.e., job, work group, and 
organization) within specific dimensions, (2) the assessment of predominantly 
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knowledge, with little to no coverage of role, and (3) the lack of differentiation between 
task socialization and job performance. (p. 21).  
To address these concerns, Haueter et al. (2003), undertook the validation of the 
Newcomer Socialization Questionnaire (NQS) which consists of 43 items rated on a 7-point 
Likert response format ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. NQS is composed of 
the following dimensions: Organizational socialization (13 items) (e.g. “I know the specific 
names of the products/services produced/provided by this organization”), group socialization 
(13 items) (e.g. “I understand how my particular work group contributes to the organization’s 
goals”), and task socialization (11 items) (e.g. “I understand how to perform the tasks that 
make up my job”) (Haueter et al., 2003). Chao et al. (1994) scale was used for convergent 
validity purposes.  
The same year, Waller La Preze (2003) developed a 16-item scale to assess the construct 
of Intended Socialization Behaviour of the supervisor during new employees’ socialization, 
with a sample of 74 subordinates and 93 supervisors. Waller La Preze (2003) called attention 
to the importance of the supervisor’s role, and the lack of a specific measure of socialization 
behaviour, noting that “not all behaviour of supervisors and peers should be considered 
socializing behaviour” (p. 381). Therefore, Waller La Preze (2003) define socializing 
behaviours as those aimed to provide the newcomer with a specific purpose for his/her work 
socialization and that can be clearly visible to him/her through actions.   
The Intended Socialization Behaviour Scale was assessed on a 7-point response scale 
format ranging from 1= Not at all to 7= To a Very Large Extent. The respondent was asked to 
assess the importance of the situations presented to him/her when entering a bilateral 
interaction with supervisors (Waller La Preze, 2003). Examples of such situations include: 
“Repeated information as the individual requires”, “Informed subordinate about deadlines” or 
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“Found something that newcomer did well and recognized newcomer for it” (Waller La Preze, 
2003).  
Having considered previous psychometric undertakings in organizational socialization 
and newcomer socialization, it is important to note that the present research does not build the 
ORP scale development and validation directly on previous scales. Undoubtedly, the 6 
dimensions proposed by Chao et al. (1994) were present in the items constructed for the ORP 
scale. Additionally, such measures, and the one proposed here, represent different points of a 
continuum in the ongoing nature of work socialization: pre-work expectations and work 
socialization assessment, being pre-work socialization expectations the focus of this PhD 
research. 
The previous measures assess efforts and gather content from individuals already 
working and already exposed to work socialization, and therefore, capable of assessing the 
content based on organizational experience. As will be detailed in the next section, ORP’s 
contribution fundamentally differs from this, as it studies individuals with limited or no 
professional experience. ORP is focusing on all the work expectations that exist before 
organizational entry takes place, before an organization is identified to apply for, and certainly 
before any kind of organizational socialization process (whether formal, informal, institutional 
or individual) takes place. Thus, the divergent nature between those measures and ORP, is 
about the issue of temporality. ORP focuses on what is brought (e.g. ideas, thoughts) to that 
socialization into work prior to the socialization takes place, not what is experienced during 
that socialization. In this line, pre-work socialization expectations are worth to be researched, 
as previously pointed out, this still constitutes a limited field of research. 
Ultimately, it is presumed that practical implications of the ORP scale can be directed 
to inform the socialization processes, but this should be differentiated from the stage in the 
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process that the scale is envisioned to be used, which precedes the moment of organizational 
socialization. Therefore, the ORP scale is really trying to gather information that will in great 
likelihood be of use for work socialization processes, and that has been running in the 
newcomer’s mind before such moment happens. 
1.9 Organizational Reality Perception: A New Construct for Understanding and 
Measuring Work Expectations 
 The previous sections have detailed the impact of expectations in the individuals’ work 
life. To define those expectations has been the scope of previous theoretical and empirical 
work; but in all the research associated with employees’ job expectations, there is however, a 
word that is continually and unavoidably attached to it: reality. 
It has been continuously established, that successful and satisfying employee’s 
performance is about the management of expectations, and the management of expectations is 
driven by how they are translated into a certain reality. Reality is a matter of placement, whether 
it is a place in time (age), a place of knowledge (experience), or an actual geographical place 
(a given specific economic situation of a region or country). The context of this research is 
New Zealand. 
The main goal of this research is to measure work expectations, by creating a scale that 
will help to identify newcomer’s expectations of their future job reality. Newcomers by 
definition are acting in situations that are novel. Therefore, the possibility of delineating the 
group of aspects that newcomers in organizations define as reality, presents a valuable concept 
and tool to manage work expectations, and in the long term, work transitions. 
Work expectations represent a challenging, but valuable topic, to be developed in a 
measurement scale. It is challenging as what is measured is a vision of a future event that is 
poorly tangled in real experience. But it is also valuable because people often tend to act upon 
those expectations. In the case of this research, it is envisioned that those expectations are 
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preceded by the set of experiences lived while studying at a University, where individuals are 
exposed to multiple prospects and subjects but also family and friendship networks might have 
had an important role in picturing the future work environment. 
This research is introducing and creating a measure of a new construct that intends to 
expand on the management of newcomers’ expectations of the organizational context, before 
the psychological contract (Rousseau, 1990) is established. This means, that the ORP measure 
aims to provide information about work expectations developed by the newcomer in advance 
to organizational entry. Such information has the potential to be used in the implementation of 
orientation programs, socialization tactics, and even in career counselling settings (i.e. career 
hubs in universities). Those practices have the potential to generate a better management of 
newcomer expectations in organizational settings. 
The main practical intended contribution of the measure is to be a real tool for the 
management of expectation lowering procedures. The new construct is labelled as 
organizational reality perception (ORP) and is defined as: the group of ideas, beliefs and 
expectations that an individual hold at the initial stage of employment (the time when they 
enter a job) in regard to the general nature of the job they are entering, and that involves an 
understanding of work tasks, social and network development, organizational identification 
and opportunities for professional improvement and advancement. 
 The management of expectations also puts the question on whose responsibility is it 
that the newcomer adapts successfully to a work environment. Multiple stakeholders have been 
mentioned in the rationale behind the purpose of this PhD research. Stakeholders are those 
individuals or groups who can affect or can be affected by the organization in succeeding on 
its goals (Freeman, 1984). In this same line, ORP as a construct considers that several sources 
of socialization (i.e. family, friends, media, educational institutions) have taken a role in the 
individual’s work expectations’ formation. Therefore, it is acknowledged that the number of 
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individuals/groups involved in the development/management of the newcomer’s work 
expectations is certainly broad.  
Understanding that multiple stakeholders can benefit from the use of the ORP scale, 
this PhD research is introducing a new theoretical construct and undertaking the foundational 
work on the validation of the ORP scale. It is considered that human resources practitioners 
would benefit most from use of this scale, as they play a key role in the design of work 
socialization processes for employees. Successful newcomer’s work socialization is a primary 
intended goal of gathering data from a measure like the ORP scale, thus, reducing the 
possibility of reality shock or psychological contract breach. Other individuals in the 
organization are certainly involved by the content drawn from the ORP measure (e.g. 
supervisors and co-workers), but the direct use of the scale on their part is something that still 
needs to be researched. Outside of the organization, universities and in general educational 
institutions would potentially in the future use the ORP scale for career counselling purposes 
(e.g. career hubs). 
The ORP scale is created with the idea that no matter how clear (i.e. openly discussed 
by both parties, considering the tacit nature associated to it) a psychological contract can be, 
expectations that are built before that contract is set, are strong enough to persist in parallel to 
that psychological contract. If those expectations are not promptly identified and managed, it 
can lead to a shock or disappointment as has been noted by the research in occupational reality 
shock (i.e. Charnley, 1999; Kramer, 1974; Kramer et al., 2011; Porter & Steers, 1973; Stacey, 
2011; Vroom, 1964). ORP as a construct assumes that the re-shaping of the notion of job reality 
in the newcomer’s mind, is highly anticipated, even in the presence of anticipatory work 
socialization processes. 
To attain the goal of creating and validating a measure of organizational reality 
perception, this research reports 5 empirical studies. It should be noted that before data 
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collection could be started, human ethics approval was applied for. The applications for the 
studies of this research HEC2015/87; HEC2015/88; HEC 2015/89 and HEC2015/90 were 
approved by the Human Ethics Committee of the University of Canterbury on September 9th, 
2015.  
The first study is reported in Chapter 2, ORP items are generated and the underlying 
factorial structure of the ORP construct is examined through an exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA). The second study is reported on Chapter 3, and it presents a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) of the model found during the EFA analysis. The third study reported in Chapter 4, 
presents an analysis of the reliability of the ORP scale by assessing its temporal stability 
through test-retest. The four study is reported in Chapter 5 and presents a comparison of ORP 
scores between individuals undergoing different levels of academic preparation in tertiary 
education institutions (i.e. university), the analysis of this comparison aims to provide more 
understanding of ORP as a construct through empirical data collection in groups of individuals 
exposed to anticipatory sources of socialization.  
The fifth study is reported in Chapter 6, where ORP scale scores from a sample of 
employees, who hold  a university degree and are working in professions associated with their 
degree are examined. This analysis is used to exemplify how ORP benchmark scores from 
experienced employees can be used for interpreting scores from newcomer graduates with 
limited or no professional experience.   
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Chapter 2 
2. Study 1 - Development of the Structure of the Organizational Reality Perception 
Scale 
2.1 Overview 
This chapter provides details of the first stage of the organizational reality perception 
(ORP) scale’s development. The first stage was aimed to generate scale items and test them 
through exploratory factor analysis (EFA). EFA was carried out with the purpose of identifying 
the distribution of the items in different categories (factors), there were no fixed assumptions 
regarding the distribution of factors, as noted previously ORP is a new construct. During this 
stage, 97 scale items were completed by 101 final year university students from different 
majors at New Zealand universities. The EFA produced a 20-item scale with 4 major 
distinguishable factors.  
2.2 Generation of The Item Pool for The Organizational Reality Perception Scale 
Initially 220 items were created for this phase of the research. The items conveyed a 
wide range of operational and behavioural aspects of the theoretical construct. The construction 
of items was carried out having in mind they should be simple, straightforward, and adequate 
for the educational level of the target population (Krosnick & Presser, 2010). 
The item pool was developed to be as large as possible in terms of the aspects addressed. 
Items were always written in future tense as the ORP scale is designed to measure expectations 
of newcomers about situations that are yet to happen. Items were created by crossing topics in 
a matrix. The process of creation was of an inductive nature, that is “judging the plausibility or 
likelihood of a conclusion given the premises, often drawing on background knowledge or 
general heuristics (e.g., typicality of the premises, the amount of positive evidence)” (Stephen, 
Dunn & Hayes, 2018, p. 218). The topics upon which the items were based are aspects that 
previous theoretical and empirical efforts have identified as commonly associated with the 
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reality of work environments with formal organizational structures and work expectation 
management: leadership style (e.g Podsakoff, Mackenzie & Bommer, 1996), job 
tasks/description (e.g. Lawler, 1994), social knowledge (e.g. Blau, 1967), organizational 
behaviours (Bauer & Green, 1998), and organizational culture (e.g. Bower, 1966; Deal & 
Kennedy, 1982; Pettigrew, 1979; Schein; 1992). 
With that referent, the items intended to address the multiple actors of the organization 
(i.e. newcomer, co-worker, supervisors) in relation to several aspects encompassed by 
characteristic of the organization (i.e. education, communication style, challenges, job, support, 
team, creativity, innovation, developmental moment, experience, routines, clarity, tasks, 
freedom, knowledge, career aspirations, proactive behaviours, passive behaviours, 
organizational culture, values, traditions, procedures, job outcomes, and leadership style). 
Those aspects were crossed in a double entry matrix, in the style of a correlation table (see 
Appendix 1).  
Each aspect was displayed on the horizontal and vertical axis, in that way all topics 
were overlapping with each other allowing the researcher to write items that address a great 
variety of areas. This approach was key, as the ORP (Organizational Reality Perception) 
construct is both a new construct, and a construct that intends to measure a notion of reality 
that involves broad components. As stated in Chapter 1 (Section 1.8 Newcomer Related 
Measures), the present scale is not building up directly from dimensions already validated in 
previous scales, as the nature (i.e. mainly assessment of socialization processes) and content 
(i.e. socialization outcomes) are distant from the scope of assessing work expectations in 
advance to organizational socialization processes. Nonetheless, generalized points of most 
organizational realities are certainly present in both the previous, and the present proposed 
measure, particularly in the work of Chao et al. (1994) (i.e. organizational actors, cultural 
aspects, learning processes, and organizational behaviour). 
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According to the wide scope of the ORP construct, the crossing matrix included  the 
following topics: organizational actors (newcomer, co-workers, supervisors), job related 
aspects (tasks, challenges, knowledge) organizational structure (communication, support, 
team, freedom) organizational opportunities (innovation, career aspirations) employees’ 
reactions style (proactive, passive), organizational outcomes (motivation, satisfaction, 
commitment and intention to stay) and general organizational understanding (language, values, 
traditions, procedures, leadership style).  
In the writing of items, the inclusion of reverse coded items was analysed. The use of 
reverse coded items has been discussed by several authors (e.g. Barnette, 2000; Cronbach, 
1950, Nardi, 2003; Hughes, 2009). Cronbach considered that the use of reverse coded items 
has a function of preventing agreement behaviour in item responses, that might evidence a lack 
of attention. However, the employment of such items has denoted several issues worth to be 
discussed. 
Barnette (2000) and Hughes (2009) have undertaken research about the impact of 
reverse-coded items in scale development and scale scoring. Barnette (2000) noted that such 
impact entails problems with internal consistency, factorial structure and descriptive statistics.  
Warnings about using reverse coded items also needs to be pondered regarding the nature and 
conditions of application. In cases where participants are willing and are expected to provide 
reasoned/honest responses, the unfavourable effects of reverse coded items might not apply 
(Barnette, 2000). In the case of this study, as is noted in the participants section (see Section 
2.6.2), all participation was voluntary and of confidential nature. The outcomes of the 
assessment were not intended to be used for performance evaluation and the voluntary nature 
of the participation would likely prevent obtaining non-attending responses. These types of 
responses refer to individuals who might not have a high degree of motivation (Barnett, 2000). 
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Barnette (2000) researched if there were differential effects in the Cronbach’s alpha by 
using different patterns of stem wording and varied directions of Likert response options. His 
findings suggest that the use of bidirectional alternatives (i.e. items redacted in the same 
direction, but varied response order format), provided more reliable scores than reverse coded 
items. Barnette (2000) noted that his findings likely applied to attitudinal measures, but further 
research was needed for instruments used for the evaluation of instruction. 
Hughes (2009) has discussed that the definition of reverse coded items is also 
inconsistent. Likert (1932) avoided using terns of positive or negative direction rather he put 
the emphasis on the likelihood of choosing either end of response. Barnette (2000) stated that 
negative items would be those deviating from the direction of the majority of the items. Hughes 
also discussed the impact of reverse/negative worded items in factorial structures, noting that 
item orientation might affect structure by potentially producing separate factors that does not 
have direct relation to the construct measured. This is of relevance for this study, as the intended 
purpose is to identify a factorial structure representative of the ORP construct. 
In the development of the of ORP item pool, several wording choices were tried. To 
explain this, when first developing the items, there was no specific previous empirical evidence 
that supported  which aspects could be considered/deemed as unrealistic or realistic about work 
expectations. Following Barnette’s (2000) view of the reverse coded items, for the purposes of 
this research, this would mean that choosing the option “unrealistic” for certain items would 
actually imply the “realistic” situation to be expected. Also, the unrealistic options would not 
necessarily be directly tied to negative wording. 
To give a better understanding of such items, reverse score in the ORP scale is needed 
when the situation depicted in the item is usually exaggerated or unlikely to happen –
unrealistic- in the context that is taking place (e.g., an employee being unable to trust his/her 
supervisor; a continuous over demand of job duties endangering personal life; difficulties in 
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accepting and settling in the work environment). In those cases, the opposite  alternative to the 
situation presented is more likely to occur, to be realistic. In order to test all the alternatives, 
and given the ORP is a new construct, it was decided to include all items, and identify as reverse 
coded those reporting negative correlations during data analysis. Accordingly, those items 
would be continually rated as unrealistic, and therefore their scores will tend to be skewed in 
the opposite direction of what is considered realistic. 
Regarding the rating format of the ORP items, it was used a 5-point response format 
anchored by how realistic or unrealistic the respondent considered the item to be (Very 
unrealistic=1, moderately unrealistic=2, neither realistic nor unrealistic=3, moderately 
realistic= 4 and very realistic=5). According to Gannon and Ostrom (1996) the rating scale 
must assess the attitude or statement in conceptual terms, the scale points available need to 
cover the entire measurement continuum, the scale points should be displayed in an ordinal 
way, progressing from one end of the range to the other, and the meanings assigned to each 
scale point should not overlap with others.  
The choice of realistic and unrealistic anchors for the response format of the scale 
instead of the disagree/agree format, was based on the nature of the aspects examined by the 
scale. This means that the agreement assessment of a situation resonates with a rating system 
around situations already experienced, as most of the scales using such a response format are 
assessing content based on actual organizational experiences (e.g. Chao et al., 1994; Taormina, 
1994). This can be contrasted with the assessment of work expectations ungrounded in real 
professional experience, which is at the core of the ORP scale. Therefore, the 
realistic/unrealistic scale anchors were chosen as they provide the respondent with anchors that 
are deemed fitter for assessing future events. 
 Dunning, Heath and Suls (2004) have discussed the flaws in self-assessment. They 
review how people’s self-views indicate a distance between actual behaviours and events, and 
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therefore, faults in assessing skills, behaviour, knowledge and performance are likely present.    
Dunning et al. (2004) state the following: “when people offer specific predictions about how 
they will behave in a particular future situation, they make predictions that differ systematically 
from their actual behavior when that situation arrives” (p.70). This resonates with the purpose 
of the ORP scale; however, it should be noted that the ORP scale is not assessing skills, 
behaviours and performance. It is assessing descriptions of future work situations/settings as 
being realistic or unrealistic based on pre-work experiences and anticipatory work 
socialization. In this line, it is clarified that the ORP scale is clearly interested in self-views, 
and how to potentially address them. As discussed in Chapter 1, those self-views, when distant 
from the work reality, can be at the centre of problematic happenings like reality shock, early 
turnover and negative job outcomes. 
Dunning et al. (2004) also state how self-assessment can improve when people assess 
their choices compared to others, commonly known as benchmarking. This type of assessment 
is also discussed in this research. Chapter 6 reports a study assessing ORP in experienced 
employees, providing a point of reference (i.e. Benchmark) to compare against work 
expectations of newcomer graduates. 
The 220 ORP scale items were divided into 8 groups by experts. The process of 
categorization into groups involved a sorting task, which entailed writing the items on paper 
cards. The card sorting task involved experts (the experts were professors in the Department of 
Psychology of the University of Canterbury, specifically in the organizational psychology 
field)  sorting the cards into groups. The experts advised regarding irrelevant, poorly written, 
and redundant items. The outcome was a classification of the 220 items into eight groups. It is 
important to note that the groups identified during the sorting task, are referred to as theoretical 
factors since their distributions into factors (groups) needed to be confirmed by the empirical 
data analysis. 
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The classification proposed by the experts produced the following distribution of 8 
theoretical factors. It should be noted that at this point, the theoretical factors were not 
specifically labelled because one of the purposes of the pilot testing (described in the following 
section), was to obtain feedback from individuals of the target population regarding the 
definitions of the groups of the items presented to them. 
Nonetheless, some clarification of the content associated to those 8 theoretical factors 
is useful. Theoretical factor 1 consisted of items addressing aspects related to styles of 
communication, sources of information and learning (e.g. “I will be able to obtain information 
from my co-workers when I want it”, “I will learn from my co-workers’ experience”, “The 
organization will only allow formal communication channels for employees to obtain 
information” 
Theoretical factor 2 contained items addressing perception of co-workers about the new 
employee’s educational background and capabilities (e.g. “My co-workers and colleagues will 
appreciate my educational background”, “My co-workers will find it difficult to trust in my 
professional abilities”).  Theoretical 3 factor contained items conveying cultural aspects of the 
organization (e.g. “The organization will expect me to follow its traditions”, “My educational 
background will align with the organizational culture” “Supervisors will never deviate from 
organizational procedures”).  
Theoretical factor 4 contained items addressing aspects related to future nature of the 
relationship between the newcomer and co-workers (e.g. “I will be performing my job tasks 
among a group of very supportive people”, “It will be important to talk to my colleagues to 
understand my tasks better”, “Relationships among co-workers will be based on mutual 
respect”) 
Theoretical factor 5 contained items addressing organizational boundaries around the 
new employee’s performance (e.g. “I will be able to decide when I schedule tasks”, “The 
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organization will expect me to follow its well-established procedures”, “Employees will find it 
difficult to take the initiative in job situations" “Employees will find it difficult to take the 
initiative in job situations”). Theoretical factor 6 contained items addressing intrinsic and 
extrinsic sources of organizational opportunities for the new employee (e.g. “There will be 
plenty of opportunities to earn bonuses beyond the official salary”, “My communication skills 
are expected to improve by gaining experience inside the organization”, “The quality of work 
of the organization will improve my professional knowledge”). 
Theoretical factor 7 contained items addressing a variety of aspects related to 
organizational leadership and support (e.g. “My supervisor and I will discuss my job tasks on a 
weekly basis”, “Leaders will encourage me to achieve my goals”, “It will exist a defined 
structure of supervisors inside the organization”. And finally, theoretical factor 8 consisted of 
items addressing aspects related to the personal and professional balance of the new employee 
(e.g. “It will be challenging to balance personal demands and job demands”, “It will be 
challenging to balance personal demands and job demands”, “The organization will provide 
leisure activities to be shared with the employee’s family”. 
When writing the items, it was challenging to decide if the items should describe 
generalized statements or present the situations in the first person.  It was decided to keep both 
for the pilot test. 
After having established the aforementioned classification, a further evaluation of the 
items was performed, this evaluation involved four steps: (1) comparing how many items were 
addressing the same idea, (2) identifying those that did not fit in any category, (3) detecting the 
ones with a leading writing style, and (4) re-writing items pointing to a relevant topic but that 
were poorly written. This revision resulted in the elimination of 42 of the 220 items. Thus, 
there were 178 items left to be tested with a pilot sample. 
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2.3 Pilot Test 
The 178 items (see Appendix 2) were pre-tested on people that would not be part of the 
EFA sample. This step was carried out to make corrections related to unclear directions, 
ambiguous items, and typos. 
The pilot study involved a paper version of the items which was distributed to 5 soon-
to-be graduates of tertiary educational institutions, who were between the ages of 21 and 25 
years old. These participants were involved in the assessment of the items during the content 
validity process, giving their opinions about the relevance and clarity of the items. 
The 148 items  presented to the pilot sample included the items organised according to 
the eight theoretical factors proposed by the experts. This version gave general instructions 
regarding the nature of the rating scale system, and also emphasized how all the items were 
written in future tense as they were describing situations yet to happen. It is important to note 
that for all the items applications with participants, the theoretical factors were named sections, 
as it was considered that this word has a more accessible meaning for instructions during the 
applications. This implied that headings were assigned to each section (see Appendix 2).   
During the pilot testing, feedback about the items was requested (see Appendix 2). The 
requested feedback included questions regarding: the clarity of the items, repetitive items, 
items that could cause any kind of discomfort, clarity of the instructions, and possible labels 
for the sections they had just completed. 
2.4  Theoretical Factors  
Based on the pilot study feedback, the item pool was modified. The 178 items were 
reduced to 97, the 81 items that were removed fell into the following categories: repetitive, 
irrelevant, confusing, or poorly written.  General instructions were maintained adding a 
statement that the items had been designed to be applicable to different types of organizations, 
but in case the respondent considered the item would not match to the organization they 
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expected to be part of, the option “Not applicable” was added to the rating options. According 
to this modification the original 5-point response format was extended to an 8-point response 
format based on how realistic or unrealistic the respondent considered the item to be (Very 
unrealistic=1, mostly unrealistic=2, moderately unrealistic=3, neither realistic nor 
unrealistic=4, moderately realistic=5, mostly realistic=6, very realistic=7 and not 
applicable=8).  
The extension in the rating scale format from 5-point to 8-point, was based on Krosnick 
and Presser (2010), who highlighted that the decision to add more points to a rating scale is 
dependent on how refined the respondents’ mental representation of the construct is. By 
providing more options to choose when rating a statement/item, the respondent in the case of 
the ORP scale can evaluate each statement with a wider range of possibilities. This is 
advantageous because on one hand the ORP is a new construct, and the process of validation 
can benefit from a broader spectrum of possibilities in assessing what is considered to be the 
future job reality for the newcomer. In this respect, Alwin (1992) also noted that if people can 
make fine distinctions in assessing an item, potential information increases as the scale-points 
increase.  
The 97 items (listed in Table 1) consisted of 8 theoretical factors that intended to 
address the main aspects that the newcomer (graduate) would have expectations about and 
would face in order to adapt to an organization. The items were designed to cover an ample 
spectrum of what could be addressed as organizational reality given the current moment in 
time, and the current state of research and literature in this field. Sections 2.3.1 to 2.3.8 describe 
in detail the eight theoretical factors.  The question in bold describes the general 
orientation/focus of the factor.  
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2.4.1 How will you get to learn inside the organization?  
This section contained items that describe aspects that would allow the employee to 
perform in their job inside the organization. The items conveyed information regarding learning 
sources, communication channels and job challenges. This theoretical factor mainly addresses 
learning sources that came from formal and informal channels, from which the newcomer could 
draw knowledge. Supervisors and co-workers represented two different sources that provide 
the newcomer with information. Supervisors are usually perceived as official representatives 
of the organization and because of that, they are labelled as a formal channel (Rhoades & 
Eisenberg, 2002). Co-workers on the other hand are considered an informal communication 
channel for organisational insight because they involve people with whom the newcomer will 
interact with on a daily basis.  
Co-workers are in many cases a more direct source of information for the newcomer in 
comparison with supervisors. This accessibility is possible as colleagues have similar levels of 
power and tasks, and thus allowing for an accessible route of social comparisons that can 
influence interpretations of organisational events, institutions, rules and norms of interpersonal 
treatment (Lamertz, 2002; Stinglhamber & De Cremer, 2008).  
Information coming from co-workers -viewed as an informal source- can also provide 
a key perspective of the official communication channels as employees may seek cues from 
their colleagues to help them to decode their supervisor’s interpersonal behaviours 
(Stinglhamber & De Cremer, 2008). Chen and Eldridge (2011) described the importance of the 
newcomer’s interactions with organizational members: “through the intense daily interactions 
supervisors play a key role in providing valuable information to an organization’s newcomers 
and assist them in the process of organizational assimilation” (p.405). ORP items were 
designed to represent both sources by stating situations where the exchange of information 
could take place. 
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2.4.2   What will others think of you? 
 This theoretical factor covers items describing what co-workers and supervisors could 
think of the newcomer as a professional in terms of academic preparation, job skills and ability 
to perform at work. In detail, the items address situations regarding educational qualifications, 
lack of or limits of experience, and trust issues. This factor was envisioned to present situations 
about how the newcomer would be perceived by co-workers and supervisors, particularly 
concerning the young graduate’s educational qualifications being relevant to the job, and also 
the possible challenges due to the newcomer’s lack of experience while performing job tasks.  
2.4.3 Constraints from the organization.  
Items in the third theoretical factor describe structural, procedural and formal aspects 
of the organization that could have a direct effect on an employee’s job performance. In this 
section, expectations regarding organizational aspects such as traditions, values, leadership, 
and procedures were highlighted in order to understand how the newcomer think they would 
act within a determined structure.  
These organizational aspects are framed in what is commonly called the corporate 
culture and represent the basic identity of an organisation, that usually: “Have their origin in 
the thinking of the founders, evolving over time by the accumulation of experiences, new social 
trends and the changing values of managers up to the present day” (Ortega & Sastre, 2013, 
p.1072). The focus of this theoretical factor is then, on how the corporate/organisational culture 
can shape the organisational performance of its employees by asking them to follow a defined 
corporative identity. This identification of the employee with their company has the potential 
to generate job attitudes such as continuous motivation, job satisfaction, and ultimately a 
committed employee (Ortega & Sastre, 2013).  
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               70 
   
2.4.4 Social Relations. 
The fourth theoretical factor contained items describing the future employee’s social 
integration with co-workers and supervisors, and the type of support expected from them. Items 
covered team-work practices, employee interactions with co-workers and supervisors, and job 
collaboration possibilities. While items addressing supervisor-employee relationships were 
introduced in this theoretical factor, the main focus rested on relations with co-workers as they 
have a better chance at reducing ambiguity in the newcomer when getting acquainted with tasks 
and procedures (Stinglhamber & De Cremer, 2008). 
2.4.5 How can you behave?  
This theoretical factor focuses on behaviours that are expected of the future employee 
when performing job tasks. Items involved aspects such as the degree of job performance 
autonomy, work routines, work schedules and the possibilities of innovation. This dimension 
pictured situations where the newcomer would envision himself/herself being able to deviate 
from specific procedures and propose new ways to develop their job.  It also offered items 
where the new employee would need to stick to the work routines settled by the organization. 
` 2.4.6 Organizational Opportunities. 
The sixth theoretical factor presented situations describing rewards for employees 
provided by the organization. The items stated material and experiential rewards like bonuses, 
conferences, career progress, further educational development, and improvement of 
professional knowledge. Organizational opportunity items were related to organizational 
justice as a construct, in the way that opportunities evoke a sense of fairness in outcomes and 
processes. It has been noted by scholars and researchers how the workforce is growing 
increasingly diverse, and thus organizational justice has become a much more central aspect 
regarding what is considered to be legal, social and practical treatments (McIntyre, Bartle, & 
Landis, 2002).  
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Organizational opportunities are related to organizational justice, regarding how the 
opportunities inside the organisation are distributed among its members. The opportunities’ 
allocation then, can be a source of comparison among employees, and this can be evidenced 
on how being of a certain gender, or having a certain age, and educational background might 
influence the perception of newcomers about their expected rewards. According to this, the 
equity rule becomes of importance as it implies that: “an outcome distributed by the 
organizations is fair to the extent that it matches the input or investment of the individual 
receiving the outcome” (McIntyre, Bartle & Landis, 2002, p. 301). 
2.4.7 Organizational Support. 
 The seventh factor included items describing formal organizational sources to support 
employees, especially from supervisors. Organizational support is related to the previous 
dimension of organizational opportunities, as Rhoades and Eisenberg (2002) highlight how 
being valued by the organization: “can yield such benefits as approval and respect, pay and 
promotion, and access to information and other forms of aid needed to better carry out one’s 
job” p. 698.  
To that extent, organizational support sources are associated with organizational 
opportunities and rewards, as it is seen from social exchange theory, where employment is 
considered a trade of effort and loyalty for tangible benefits and social rewards (Rhoades & 
Eisenberg, 2002). Having this in mind, organizational support poses a central role in the 
commitment developed by the employee towards the organization. Perceived organizational 
support is defined as “beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their 
contribution and cares about their well-being” (Rhoades & Eisenberg, 2002, p.501). This 
support is seen as a channel to trigger positive job attitudes from the employee.  
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2.4.8 Personal and professional life. 
  The eighth theoretical factor describes precisely what its title reflects, the employees’ 
interactions between their personal and professional life. Items covered employee’s well-being, 
personal balance and work boundaries. 
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Table 1 
General Conceptual Categories and Initial Organizational Reality Perception Scale Items. 
How will you get to learn inside the organization? 
1. You will be able to obtain information from your co-workers when you want it    
2. There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely    
3. The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you to perform tasks  
4. You will learn from your supervisor    
5. There will be informal communication channels available for employees to transmit any kind of information    
6. You will learn from your co-workers’ experience    
7. The variability of work produced by the organization will improve your professional knowledge    
8. The organization will only use formal communication channels employees to obtain information  
9. Supervisors will always be clear when communicating information about job tasks  
10. Your work will be informed by a group of innovative co-workers  
11. All job challenges will be solved as a team effort  
12. Your supervisor will enhance your professional abilities with demanding task  
13.The organization will allow the use of informal communication in order to obtain information  
14. Your co-workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify your job  
15. It will be important to talk to your co-workers to understand your tasks better  
 
What will others think of you? 
1.Co-workers will think that some tasks will fall outside of your expertise  
2. Your lack of experience will pose a challenge to your team  
3. Your co-workers will find it difficult to trust in your professional abilities  
4. Your co-workers will respect you based on your educational qualifications  
5. You will receive unconditional trust from your co-workers to perform job tasks from the start  
6. It will take time for your supervisors to fully trust you to work on your own  
7. Your co-workers will consider you are well prepared to perform your tasks  
8. Your supervisor will consider that you still need to learn a lot  
9. Your supervisor will give you simple tasks because of your limited experience  
Constraints from the organization 
1. You will perform under very well-defined procedures  
2. The organization will have well-established routines for performing key tasks  
3. You will find it challenging to follow organizational traditions  
4. the organization will be functioning around work teams  
5. The organization will expect you to behave according to its values  
6. The organization will expect you to follow its traditions  
7. The way your co-workers work will be influenced by the organization's culture  
8. Supervisors' leadership style will be a reflection of organizational culture  
9. Supervisors will never deviate from organizational procedures  
Social Relations 
1. Your co-workers will accept innovative ideas  
2. You will share the same career aspirations as your co-workers  
3. You will find an important source of support in your team  
4. You will be performing your job tasks among a group of very supportive people  
5. Supervisors will foster team effort above everything  
6. Job tasks will be the principal reason to communicate among employees  
7. You will find a job environment where supervisors and employees collaborate closely with each other  
8. You will frequently have conversations with your co-workers about work over coffee and lunch  
9. It will be difficult to trust the abilities of your co-workers  
10. It will be difficult to trust the decisions made by your supervisor  
11. Relationships among co-workers will be based on mutual respect  
12. It won't be challenging at all to communicate with co-workers  
 
How can you behave? 
1. The organization will expect you to comply with regulations that are provided toy you  
2. The organization will expect you to follow its procedures  
3. Supervisors will allow you a fair amount of freedom in performing tasks  
4. The organization will demand creativity only when it is necessary  
5. You will find it difficult to take the initiative in job situations  
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6. The organization will allow autonomy as long as the tasks are satisfactorily completed  
7. Established organizational routines will hinder your performance  
8. Your co-workers will expect you to keep up with their level of job performance from the start  
9. Your job will allow you to be innovative  
10. Your co-workers will expect you to bring new ideas  
11. Your co-workers will involve you in completing their tasks  
12. You will be able to decide when to schedule tasks  
13. The job will require you to communicate efficiently across all organizational levels  
14. It will be expected that you involve co-workers in the completion of your job tasks  
15. Your supervisor will allow you to perform your job in the way you want to  
16. It will be difficult to bring new ideas to supervisors  
17. The organization will expect you to look for feedback as much as you can  
18. Your supervisor will encourage you to be innovative  
19. The organization will allow you a great deal of autonomy in getting tasks done  
 
Organizational Opportunities 
1. The organization will provide you with bonuses  
2. You will find support for your career progress  
3. The organization will provide for conferences as part of your professional development  
4. There will be continuous job challenges that will demand employee's professional development  
5. Support to pursue further education will be provided by the organization  
6. Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group  
7. The organization will provide you with the exact type of experience you are looking for  
8. The quality of work of the organization will improve your personal knowledge  
9. The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to fulfil your career aspirations  
10. Your supervisor's respect will be gained by performing the job tasks consistently  
Organizational Support 
1. There will be strong leaders inside the organization  
2. Supervisors will take the initiative in guiding you during the development of projects  
3. Employees will have clear and well-established support sources  
4. Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's performance  
5. Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while performing job tasks  
6. There will be help from co-workers to understand your duties  
7. Your supervisors will be completely involved in every single task you do  
8. There will be plenty of opportunities to get feedback from supervisors  
9. Your supervisors will be knowledgeable  
10. You and your supervisor will discuss your job tasks on a weekly basis  
Personal and Professional life 
1. Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical exhaustion among employees  
2. Co-workers will bond over personal problems  
3. The organization will avoid tasks that would entail risks to your health  
4. Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when assigning job tasks  
5. The organization will understand if employees' job quality decreases because of personal problems  
6. Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and your personal life  
7. The leaders of the organization will understand that you need a life outside work  
8. The organization will expect you to prioritize your job over your personal life  
9. The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your personal life  
10. It will be challenging to balance personal demands and job demands  
11. The organization will take measures to ensure your personal well-being  
12. There will be times when you will be forced to choose between your personal duties and your job duties  
13. Safety at the workplace will be a main concern for supervisors  
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2.5 Factor Analysis 
 Factor analysis is a tool used to achieve a more defined representation of the underlying 
structure of correlations among a set of measured variables (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). The 
main purpose of factor analysis is to help to identify the key constructs needed to account for 
an inquiry. In this study Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was chosen as the ORP scale is 
measuring a new construct.  Fabrigar and Wegener (2012) pointed out: “factor analysis 
provides a statistical method for empirically assisting in the process of construct identification, 
rather than exclusively on intuition and theory” p.21. 
In terms of measurement instrument construction, factor analysis has two 
functionalities. In the first instance factor analysis offers insight about the scale dimensionality, 
which is the possibility that a scale is measuring one or multiple dimensions. Secondly, it 
delivers key information on psychometric properties of specific items, and factors, and 
essentially how items load strongly or poorly in the factorial structure. However, as Fabrigar 
and Wegener (2012) highlight, EFA should be used when there is plausibility of a latent 
correlation model, which means it is expected that the factorial structure is addressing related 
constructs or a construct. In the present analysis this is anticipated as the items were created 
taking into consideration related theoretical constructs, and according to this, items were 
introduced to the participants in organized theoretical factors.  
  
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               76 
   
2.6 Method 
2.6.1 Design 
This study employed a cross-sectional design, as the data was gathered just once, over 
a period of 43 days (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 
2.6.2 Participants 
Participants for the exploratory factor analysis were soon-to-be-graduates (final year of 
undergraduate studies) of New Zealand tertiary educational institutions, between the ages of 
21 and 25 years old. All participation was voluntary, and all information from the study was of 
a confidential nature. Participants came from the University of Canterbury and the University 
of Otago studying the following subjects: law, accounting, economics, finance, management, 
marketing, computer sciences, geological sciences, engineering, psychology, and political 
science.  
There were 101 valid cases, 56 males (55.4%), and 45 (44.6) females. The mean age of 
the participants was 22 years old.  
2.6.3 Sampling 
Sampling was conducted following two sampling methods: referral sampling and 
snowball sampling (Hibberts, Johnson & Hudson, 2012). This study also involved purposive 
sampling, this means that it is necessary to obtain information from specific target groups, as 
they match certain criteria set by the researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).  
The study required a very specific target population that involves: first, a certain level 
of education because this study is aimed to identify work expectations and perceptions of 
professionals or future professionals, thus undergoing the completion of a university degree 
level is required. Second, a certain type of professions (see participants), because this research 
is creating a scale that although is intended to apply to different professional disciplines, 
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initially is designed for traditional job structures to which some professions are generally 
attached to it.  
And thirdly, a certain range of age, because this research is creating a scale that initially 
focuses  on graduate’s newcomers without –or with limited- professional experience, therefore, 
to achieve that requirement in the participants a relatively young population was required.  
Having those characteristics in mind, Hibberts et al., (2012) outline that: “researchers 
who are conducting research with difficult to sample populations often rely on some form of 
referral sampling to recruit subjects for their study” p. 68. In this study the type of referral 
sampling used was network sampling, which is done by obtaining access to a population that 
is likely to have some connection to the target population (Hibberts et al., 2012). This method 
was applied to this research, by firstly approaching professors at the University of Canterbury 
and the University of Otago. As holders of an academic position, this population was asked to 
spread  information about the study to their students.  
Professors were contacted by email (see Appendix 3) and were presented with three 
options to help the researcher to collect data: the first option was to provide them with an 
advertising slide (see Appendix 4) of the research including the questionnaire online link and 
prizes for participation, that they could present to their students at the beginning or end of their 
lectures. The second option was to allow the researcher to talk in person at the beginning of the 
class for a brief presentation of 5 minutes to explain the nature of the study and the prizes 
participants could win, and also providing an informative flyer (see Appendix 5 ) with all the 
relevant information. And the third option was to upload the study information on the learn 
page of the class (see Appendix 5). 
At the University of Canterbury 53 lecturers were contacted, 32 agreed to help in getting 
participants for the study, choosing one and sometimes two of the options mentioned above. 
Regarding the second option (i.e. a brief presentation of 5 minutes), 17 lecturers allowed the 
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researcher to talk to their students at the beginning of a class. At the University of Otago 7 
lecturers from law and economics were contacted, 3 agreed to help the researcher. In the contact 
email (see Appendix 6) they were only presented with options 1 and 2, because of the difficulty 
of the researcher to reach their location. 
 The second type of sampling used was snowball sampling. Snowball sampling is also a 
chain referral sampling method; it is a simple method in which participants are asked to 
voluntarily spread the information with subjects with similar characteristics, this way each new 
participant might lead to new potential participants (Hibberts et al., 2012). Snowball sampling 
was introduced in this study by requesting participants to share the information of the study 
with fellow students, specifically sharing the link to complete the questionnaire (see Materials 
section below).  
2.6.4 Materials 
 The questionnaire consisted of demographic questions (see Appendix 7) and the 97 
ORP items presented in 8 different theoretical factors. These theoretical factors divisions are 
advantageous in terms of the scale application, because such division works as response 
categories that are helpful for the participant to understand each question, and they may be seen 
as cues, as the category tell the respondent what dimension the researcher is interested in 
(Biemer, Groves, Lyberg, Mathiowetz & Sudman, 1991). Response categories (in this research 
labelled theoretical factors) then provide a cognitive framework to facilitate the understanding 
of the content presented to the participant. Biemer et al. (1991) point out how “while not all 
respondents understand the meanings of response categories, there are fewer 
misunderstandings with closed than with open questions” (p.37). 
Another advantage of using categories to display the questions while collecting data 
through online questionnaires, is to reduce the possibility of abandonment. The benefits of 
preventing participant abandonment by having different screens has been noted by Schonlau, 
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Fricker and Elliot (2002), who explain how a variety of screens can be helpful, especially if the 
alternative involves a considerable number of questions that need to be scrolled down in a 
single screen. 
Before accessing the theoretical factors, the first information offered to the participant 
was an explanation of the context in which the situations he or she is going to rate is supposed 
to take place. The context is in the future, when the participant has completed their university 
degree and is working in an organization. Therefore, it was highlighted that the participant 
needed to evaluate the items regarding those future situations according to his/her current 
expectations. At the beginning of each theoretical factor the participant was provided with a 
brief description of the content addressed with the items in that specific factor (see Appendix 
7). 
 The demographic questions (see Appendix 7) were included for purposes of scale 
validation, regarding gender, age, level of education, level of job experience, current social and 
professional networks, and the profession the respondent was planning to enter.  
2.6.5 Procedure  
The 97 items were uploaded to the Qualtrics online platform. The online questionnaire 
was available from September 29th, 2015; responses were received from September 30th, 2015 
until November 11th 2015. The online questionnaire was activated during the last three weeks 
of the 4th term (based on the University of Canterbury academic year) as this time frame 
allowed for the collection of perceptions from students on the verge of ending their studies and 
planning for a future outside the academic environment. 
 Rewards for participating included getting the chance to win one of 6 prizes: four 
NZD100 Westfield gift cards and two NZD50 Westfield gift cards. Flyers and posters (see 
Appendix 5) containing all the information related to the study were distributed on 
departmental notice boards as well. 
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The online data collection showed that 161 surveys were started by participants but 
only 101 were completed, those 101 cases were valid cases to be analysed. The draw for the 
prizes took place during mid-November of 2015.  
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2.7 Results 
All statistical procedures for this study were carried out by using IBM SPSS 22. 
2.7.1 Sample Size Recommendations 
 It needs to be noted that the guidelines regarding what can be considered an adequate 
sample size to conduct exploratory factor analysis are varied. Most guidelines are based on a 
recommended ratio of items to participants, some recommend a ratio of 5 participants for each 
measured variable/item (Gorsuch, 1983), others suggest higher ratios close to ten to one 
(Everitt, 1978). One of the key aspects to consider when it comes to guidelines about sample 
size depends on the variety of properties of the data, and the model being fit, specifically how 
high are the communalities of the measured variables. Communalities are defined as “a 
measure of how much variance in the data from a particular variable is explained by the 
analysis” (Brace, Snelgar & Kemp, 2012, p. 361).  
McCallum, Widaman, Zhang and Hong (1999) reviewed in detail the appropriate 
sample size for factor analysis. McCallum et al. (1999) noted that “A fundamental 
misconception about this issue is that the minimum sample size, or the minimum ratio of 
sample size to the number of variables, is invariant across studies” (p. 84). In general, it is 
considered that large sample sizes allow for more precise factor loadings and more stability 
across repeated sampling (i.e. the loadings will have smaller standard errors). However, 
recommendations about exact numbers have been varied and contradictory (McCallum et 
al.,1999). 
In  regard to this, Kline (1979) and Gorsuch (1983) recommended at least a sample of 
100, Guilford (1954) stated that samples of 200 individuals were the necessary cut-off, while 
Cattell (1978) stated that it should be 250. In this regard McCallum et al. (1999) stated:  
Clearly the wide range in these recommendations causes them to be of rather limited 
value to empirical researchers. The inconsistency in the recommendations probably can 
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be attributed, at least in part, to the relatively small amount of explicit evidence or 
support that is provided for any of them. (p. 85). 
 McCallum et al. (1999) also indicate that a good factor recovery is also improved by 
the ratio of number of variables (p) to the number of factors (r). In this regard Cattell (1978) 
recommended 3 to 6, Gorsuch stated that a minimum ratio of 5 is required, and Everitt (1975) 
argued it should be 10 instead. Barnett and Kline (1981) conducted research about this aspect 
with small subsamples and found good factor recovery with ratios of 3.2 and 1.2. In similar 
lines Arrindell and Van der Ende (1985) drew subsamples and found that an N=100 was 
sufficient to match the results of a full-sample solution for a 76-item questionnaire.  
McCallum et al. (1999) noted that a critical factor on adequacy of small samples is 
given by the level of communality, that is when communalities are on average high, greater 
than 0.60 a good recovery of factors can be achieved. Fabrigar and Wegener (2012) also 
support this, stating that with an average communalities of 0.70, and 3 to 5 measured variables 
(items) loading on each factor, estimates can be obtained with comparatively small sample 
sizes, in which case a sample size of 100 can be adequate (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). 
Considering that the sample size used for analysis in this study is 103, these considerations are 
key in terms of the factor recovery of the ORP scale, and attention will be given in the results 
and discussion of this chapter.  
2.7.2 Response Format 
The scale had a 7-point Likert-type scale response ranging from “very unrealistic” 
coded as 1 to “very realistic” coded as 7, and an extra option was included as “not applicable” 
coded as 8. The frequencies of answers marked as not applicable were checked to see the 
impact they could have on the data analysis. There were 86 “not applicable” answers distributed 
in different cases across the 8 sections of the scale, item 13 (i.e. Safety at the workplace will 
be a main concern for supervisors) of section 8 presented the highest frequency, with 9 “not 
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applicable” answers. This item was not deleted at this stage, it was retained for the item-total 
correlation analysis to monitor how its content correlated with other items in that section. 
Additionally, it was decided to recode “not applicable” answers as missing values to control 
for their influence on the data analysis, given the fact that this option is not meant to help to 
identify the variance of the items.  
Subsequently, the frequencies of the items were checked to see if any item had all 
answers marked in only one scale option, as this would mean no measurement variance for the 
item and thus it could be easily dropped. This analysis indicated that no item presented major 
range restriction, or floor or ceiling effects. 
2.7.3 Item-total Correlation Analysis 
The next step was to perform item-total correlations within the theoretical factors (those 
shown in Table 1).  
The item total correlation analysis was carried out for each theoretical factor (or scale 
section) to see how strongly correlated each item was with the others in their own section. Items 
with correlations below 0.4 were dropped from further analysis. This analysis also helped to 
reduce the number of items, and thus improve the item to participant ratio before the EFA.  
Items with correlations below 0.4 were as follows: 
Section 1: Items 8, 13, 15  
Section 2: The whole section (9 items) was removed because all items presented low 
item-total correlations, below 0.4 (see Table 3). It is reminded that this section corresponded 
to items related to what others would think of the newcomer as professional. 
Section 3: Items 1, 3, 4 and 9  
Section 4: Items 6, 8, 9 and 10  
Section 5: Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17  
Section 6: Item 10  
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Section 7: Items 1, 7 and 9  
Section 8: Items 2, 8, 10 and 12  
As noted previously in Section 2.2, the items appearing with negative correlation scores 
were reverse scored. Following this, there were 10 items reversed coded (i.e. 7=1, 6=2, 5=3, 
4=4, 3=5, 2=6, and 1=7). Item number 3 of constraints from the organization “You will find it 
challenging to follow organizational traditions”. Items number 9 and 10 of the social relations 
theoretical factor: “It will be difficult to trust the abilities of your co-workers”, “It will be 
difficult to trust the decisions made by your supervisor”. Items number 7, 8 and 16 of the How 
can you behave? theoretical factor: “Established organizational routines will hinder your 
performance”, “Your co-workers will expect you to keep up with their level of job performance 
from the start”, and “It will be difficult to bring new ideas to supervisors”. And items 8, 10 and 
12 of the personal and professional theoretical factors: “The organization will expect you to 
prioritize your job over your personal life”, “It will be challenging to balance personal demands 
and job demands” and “There will be times when you will be forced to choose between your 
personal duties and your job duties”. 
2.7.4 Alpha Coefficient 
Another key aspect during the item total correlations analysis, is to achieve an adequate 
alpha coefficient. It is important to note that the alpha coefficient has a function of showing the 
degree of interrelatedness among the items; this however, does not necessarily entail uni-
dimensionality or homogeneity (Cortina, 1993). Having this in mind, Cronbach’s alpha is a 
useful tool in the process of testing the reliability of scales, as it provides a measure of internal 
consistency including those measures that are designed to be multidimensional, which is the 
case of the present study. Nunnally’s guidelines (1978) regarding adequate levels of alpha 
coefficients, although not free of criticism (see Boyle, 1991), have been the most followed. 
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Nunnally (1978) suggests a minimum level of 0.70 for preliminary research, 0.80 for basic 
research, and 0.90 for applied research. 
These guidelines, however, have not been mirrored in many scales used in applied 
research. In the organizational psychology field, examples of measures used for applied 
purposes can be found with reliabilities below 0.80, and in some cases below 0.70. Examples 
can be found in scales measuring job satisfaction. Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh 
(1983) developed items measuring overall job satisfaction as part of the Michigan 
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (OAQ), alpha values ranged from .67 to .95. Another 
example is the scale Job Satisfaction Index developed by Schriesheim and Tsui (1980), with 
coefficient alphas ranging from 0.73 to 0.78.  
In measures related to job characteristics for applied research, values below 0.80 have 
also been found. A measure developed by Melamed, Ben-Avi, Luz, and Green (1995) to assess 
work perceived monotony reported coefficient alphas that ranged from 0.68 to 0.76. Similarly, 
the measure developed by Moorman and Blakely (1995), to assess organizational citizenship 
behaviour, presented alpha values ranging from 0.61 to 0.86 in different subscales. Schwartz 
(1994) developed the Work Value Survey reporting alpha coefficients ranging from 0.56 to 
0.80 in the measure’s subscales. 
 Tables 2 to 9 report the item total correlations for each theoretical factor, along with 
the Cronbach alpha of each theoretical factor after one or several item total correlations were 
performed. This means that in most cases, more than one analysis was conducted to reach the 
best possible Cronbach alpha score, this process entailed dropping items with low correlation 
values (i.e. below 0.40).  
The item total correlation analysis for the theoretical factor 1 (How will you get to learn 
inside the organization?), showed an initial overall Cronbach alpha of 0.83, 3 Items reported 
correlations below 0.40, those items were removed from further analysis. A second item-total 
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correlation was performed, all remaining 12 items presented correlations above 0.40, these 
were kept for further analysis. After the second item total correlation the Cronbach alpha was 
maintained around 0.83 (see Table 2). 
 
Table 2 
















1. You will be able to obtain information from 
your co-workers when you want it    
74.15 75.24 0.50 0.82 0.53 
2. There will be an environment where employees 
can share ideas freely    
74.35 75.9 0.48 0.82 0.54 
3. The amount of information given by 
supervisors will be enough for you to perform 
tasks  
74.53 72.32 0.47 0.82 0.51 
4. You will learn from your supervisor    74.01 74.68 0.51 0.82 0.51 
5. There will be informal communication 
channels available for employees to transmit any 
kind of information    
74.24 71.87 0.53 0.81 0.54 
6. You will learn from your co-workers’ 
experience    
73.91 76.33 0.43 0.82 0.42 
7. The variability of work produced by the 
organization will improve your professional 
knowledge   
73.98 74.75 0.47 0.82 0.45 
8. The organization will only use formal 
communication channels employees to obtain 
information  
75.92 74.47 0.31 0.83 X 
9. Supervisors will always be clear when 
communicating information about job tasks  
75.58 68.98 0.56 0.81 0.55 
10. Your work will be informed by a group of 
innovative co-workers  
75.42 71.11 0.62 0.81 0.62 
11. All job challenges will be solved as a team 
effort  
75.82 69.63 0.49 0.82 0.44 
12. Your supervisor will enhance your 
professional abilities with demanding task  
74.47 75.81 0.48 0.82 0.41 
13.The organization will allow the use of 
informal communication in order to obtain 
information  
74.59 81.2 0.12 0.84 X 
14. Your co-workers will allow you to initiate 
conversations to clarify your job  
74.18 73.77 0.50 0.80 0.45 
15. It will be important to talk to your co-workers 
to understand your tasks better  
73.76 78.43 0.36 0.82 X 
Note. ᵃ X= Item was removed before the final item-total correlation in the theoretical factor. 
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For theoretical factor 2 (What will others think of you?) the item total correlation 
analysis evidenced correlations lower than 0.40 for all 9 items, this indicated poor performance. 
Evidence of this is item 9 that reported the highest correlation of the group (r= 0.35) (see Table 
3 below). The overall Cronbach alpha was 0.40 demonstrating a poor internal reliability for 
that section. Because of the unsatisfactory statistical findings, this factor and its items were 
discarded. 
Table 3 
















1.Co-workers will think that some tasks will fall 
outside of your expertise  
36.85 19.11 0.24 0.35 - 
2. Your lack of experience will pose a challenge 
to your team  
37.78 17.83 0.29 0.32 - 
3. Your co-workers will find it difficult to trust in 
your professional abilities  
38.31 17.22 0.24 0.33 - 
4. Your co-workers will respect you based on your 
educational qualifications  
38.15 20.72 0.01 0.44 - 
5. You will receive unconditional trust from your 
co-workers to perform job tasks from the start  
39.34 20.53 0.02 0.44 - 
6. It will take time for your supervisors to fully 
trust you to work on your own  
37.01 18.58 0.28 0.33 - 
7. Your co-workers will consider you are well 
prepared to perform your tasks  
38.3 22.68 -0.09 0.46 - 
8. Your supervisor will consider that you still need 
to learn a lot  
36.68 20.26 0.17 0.37 - 
9. Your supervisor will give you simple tasks 
because of your limited experience  
37.78 17.32 0.35 0.29 - 
 
 For  theoretical factor 3 (Constraints from the organization) the initial Cronbach alpha 
was 0.69. Five items correlated below 0.40 in the first item total correlation (see Table 4). After 
their removal the alpha increased to 0.71.  
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Table 4 
















1. You will perform under very well-defined 
procedures  
42.34 25.70 0.34 0.68 X 
2. The organization will have well-established 
routines for performing key tasks  
41.95 24.60 0.56 0.63 0.42 
3. You will find it challenging to follow 
organizational traditions  
43.08 28.94 0.06 0.74 X 
4. the organization will be functioning around 
work teams  
42.38 26.32 0.33 0.67 X 
5. The organization will expect you to behave 
according to its values  
41.10 25.31 0.53 0.64 0.49 
6. The organization will expect you to follow its 
traditions  
41.40 25.90 0.44 0.66 X 
7. The way your co-workers work will be 
influenced by the organization's culture  
41.41 25.57 0.54 0.64 0.64 
8. Supervisors' leadership style will be a 
reflection of organizational culture  
41.77 23.74 0.53 0.63 0.49 
9. Supervisors will never deviate from 
organizational procedures  
43.57 26.75 0.28 0.71 X 
Note. ᵃ X= Item was removed before the final item-total correlation in the theoretical factor. 
 
For  theoretical factor 4 (social relations) the first item total correlation produced an 
initial overall Cronbach alpha of 0.81. Four items were found under the 0.40 cut-off, and those 
items were left out. After the removal of the poorly correlated items, a second item total 
correlation was carried out, the 8 remaining items retained correlational values above 0.40 and 
the Cronbach alpha increased to 0.82 (see Table 5).  
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Table 5 

















1. Your co-workers will accept innovative ideas  53.56 61.28 0.62 0.78 0.58 
2. You will share the same career aspirations as 
your co-workers  
54.20 62.03 0.42 0.80 0.44 
3. You will find an important source of support in 
your team  
53.25 64.42 0.65 0.79 0.60 
4. You will be performing your job tasks among a 
group of very supportive people  
53.61 62.81 0.69 0.78 0.72 
5. Supervisors will foster team effort above 
everything  
54.49 61.75 0.53 0.79 0.65 
6. Job tasks will be the principal reason to 
communicate among employees  
53.68 69.95 0.19 0.82 X 
7. You will find a job environment where 
supervisors and employees collaborate closely 
with each other  
53.36 63.03 0.54 0.79 0.52 
8. You will frequently have conversations with 
your co-workers about work over coffee and lunch  
53.08 66.71 0.38 0.81 X 
9. It will be difficult to trust the abilities of your 
co-workers  
53.77 66.03 0.39 0.8 X 
10. It will be difficult to trust the decisions made 
by your supervisor  
53.53 66.38 0.34 0.81 X 
11. Relationships among co-workers will be based 
on mutual respect  
53.27 64.05 0.51 0.79 0.43 
12. It won't be challenging at all to communicate 
with co-workers  
54.19 63.37 0.42 0.80 0.46 
Note. ᵃ X= Item was removed before the final item-total correlation in the theoretical factor. 
 
For theoretical factor 5 (how can you behave?), the initial item-total correlation 
generated a Cronbach alpha of 0.75, and 12 items performed under the 0.40 cut-off. Those 
items were removed, the second item total correlation with the 7 remaining items showed an 
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Table 6 
















1. The organization will expect you to comply with 
regulations that are provided toy you  
84.30 101.19 0.10 0.76 X 
2. The organization will expect you to follow its 
procedures  
84.20 103.60 0.00 0.76 X 
3. Supervisors will allow you a fair amount of 
freedom in performing tasks  
86.10 89.10 0.54 0.73 0.58 
4. The organization will demand creativity only 
when it is necessary  
86.09 99.90 0.11 0.76 X 
5. You will find it difficult to take the initiative in 
job situations  
86.59 98.80 0.14 0.76 X 
6. The organization will allow autonomy as long as 
the tasks are satisfactorily completed  
85.82 94.30 0.32 0.74 X 
7. Established organizational routines will hinder 
your performance  
86.42 97.75 0.21 0.75 X 
8. Your co-workers will expect you to keep up with 
their level of job performance from the start  
86.91 95.75 0.18 0.76 X 
9. Your job will allow you to be innovative  86.07 92.10 0.42 0.74 0.55 
10. Your co-workers will expect you to bring new 
ideas  
85.84 92.30 0.44 0.73 0.55 
11. Your co-workers will involve you in 
completing their tasks  
85.71 90.10 0.55 0.73 0.47 
12. You will be able to decide when to schedule 
tasks  
86.6 94.80 0.26 0.75 X 
13. The job will require you to communicate 
efficiently across all organizational levels  
85.12 96.71 0.25 0.75 X 
14. It will be expected that you involve co-workers 
in the completion of your job tasks  
85.69 94.43 0.38 0.74 X 
15. Your supervisor will allow you to perform your 
job in the way you want to  
86.71 89.82 0.55 0.73 0.64 
16. It will be difficult to bring new ideas to 
supervisors  
86.71 95.71 0.28 0.75 X 
17. The organization will expect you to look for 
feedback as much as you can  
85.70 96.29 0.26 0.75 X 
18. Your supervisor will encourage you to be 
innovative  
85.98 88.02 0.69 0.72 0.75 
19. The organization will allow you a great deal of 
autonomy in getting tasks done  
86.26 89.85 0.48 0.73 0.53 
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For theoretical factor 6 (organizational opportunities) two rounds of item correlations 
were performed. The first item total correlation produced an initial Cronbach alpha of 0.84. 
After the removal of item 10 that correlated below the range of 0.40 (see Table 7), the second 
item total correlation indicated that the Cronbach alpha value was maintained (α=0.84), 9 items 
indicated correlations above 0.40. 
Table 7  
















1. The organization will provide you with bonuses  48.22 52.32 0.43 0.84 0.46 
2. You will find support for your career progress  47.43 54.25 0.59 0.82 0.60 
3. The organization will provide for conferences as 
part of your professional development  
47.64 50.83 0.61 0.82 0.63 
4. There will be continuous job challenges that 
will demand employee's professional development  
47.00 54.17 0.55 0.83 0.54 
5. Support to pursue further education will be 
provided by the organization  
47.87 50.98 0.61 0.82 0.61 
6. Supervisors will find ways to motivate their 
work-group  
47.60 54.16 0.54 0.83 0.53 
7. The organization will provide you with the 
exact type of experience you are looking for 
48.06 52.78 0.44 0.84 0.44 
8. The quality of work of the organization will 
improve your personal knowledge 
47.02 54.21 0.66 0.82 0.62 
9. The organization will provide you with plenty 
of opportunities to fulfill your career aspirations 
47.46 51.93 0.69 0.82 0.67 
10. Your supervisor's respect will be gained by 
performing the job tasks consistently  
46.88 58.21 0.38 0.84 X 
Note. ᵃ X= Item was removed before the final item-total correlation in the theoretical factor. 
 
For theoretical factor 7 (organizational support), the first Cronbach alpha was 0.84, 
after the removal of the items that correlated below 0.40, the Cronbach alpha decreased to 0.83. 
A third item total correlation analysis was performed due to item number 9 correlating below 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               92 
   
0.4. Following the third item total correlation analysis the overall Cronbach alpha was 0.83, 
and all the remaining items correlating above 0.40. 
Table 8  






















1. There will be strong 
leaders inside the 
organization  
45.30 54.13 0.35 0.84 X - - 
2. Supervisors will take the 
initiative in guiding you 
during the development of 
projects  
45.94 49.93 0.68 0.81 0.65 0.81 0.67 
3. Employees will have 
clear and well-established 
support sources  
46.12 49.8 0.66 0.81 0.65 0.81 0.63 
4. Supervisors' experience 
will facilitate employee's 
performance  
45.75 49.73 0.65 0.81 0.63 0.81 0.60 
5. Supervisors will provide 
you with help at any stage 
while performing job tasks  
46.31 46.11 0.70 0.80 0.72 0.79 0.73 
6. There will be help from 
co-workers to understand 
your duties  
45.86 50.29 0.57 0.83 0.55 0.81 0.54 
7. Your supervisors will be 
completely involved in 
every single task you do  
47.91 50.69 0.28 0.86 X - - 
8. There will be plenty of 
opportunities to get 
feedback from supervisors  
46.27 47.11 0.65 0.81 0.66 0.80 0.62 
9. Your supervisors will be 
knowledgeable  
45.12 52.61 0.44 0.83 0.36 0.83 - 
10. You and your 
supervisor will discuss your 
job tasks on a weekly basis  
46.09 50.54 0.49 0.82 0.50 0.82 0.49 
Note. ᵃ X= Item was removed before the final item-total correlation in the theoretical factor. 
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For theoretical factor 8 (personal and professional life), the first round of item total 
correlations showed an initial Cronbach alpha of 0.87. After the removal of the items that 
correlated below 0.40, a second round of item total correlation with 7 items showed an increase 
of the Cronbach alpha value to 0.90. 
Table 9 
















1. Co-workers will bond over personal problems  48.96 114.59 0.32 0.87 X 
2. The organization will avoid tasks that would 
entail risks to your health  
48.30 104.49 0.58 0.85 0.58 
3. Supervisors will consider the employee's 
personal life when assigning job tasks  
49.89 100.62 0.64 0.85 0.66 
4. The organization will understand if employees' 
job quality decreases because of personal problems  
49.66 101.27 0.71 0.85 0.69 
5. Your supervisors will respect the boundaries 
between your job and your personal life  
48.88 100.61 0.70 0.85 0.73 
6. The leaders of the organization will understand 
that you need a life outside work  
48.89 102.37 0.73 0.85 0.75 
7. The organization will expect you to prioritize 
your job over your personal life  
50.46 116.36 0.26 0.87 X 
8. The organization will help you to get balance 
between your job and your personal life  
49.40 105.40 0.69 0.85 0.66 
9. It will be challenging to balance personal 
demands and job demands  
50.56 115.48 0.25 0.87 X 
10. The organization will take measures to ensure 
your personal well-being  
48.97 107.69 0.64 0.85 0.68 
11. There will be times when you will be forced to 
choose between your personal duties and your job 
duties  
51.16 117.34 0.24 0.87 X 
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All the items rejected during the item-total correlation analysis (reported in Tables 2 to 
9), were reintroduced in a new item total correlation analysis. For a better understanding, this 
meant that each item that did not fit (i.e. low correlation) in its initial theoretical factor was put 
in a new correlation analysis within each one of the other 7 theoretical factors. This analysis 
was performed to check if the content of the rejected items would reveal significant correlations 
in other factors, and therefore, see if those items could still be kept in the scale for further 
analysis. However, no further significant correlations were found, and all the items that did not 
correlate with any theoretical factor above 0.40 were dropped. At the end of this procedure 
there were 58 items left which were examined the EFA. 
2.7.5 ORP Exploratory Factor Analysis  
The extraction method was Maximum Likelihood, and the rotation method used was 
Oblique Promax (as the 8 theoretical factors were expected to be correlated), as opposed to 
orthogonal rotation that presumes the variables are unrelated or independent. The extraction in 
factor analysis is the process by which important factors are identified (Brace, Snelgar & 
Kemp, 2012). Fabrigar and Wegener (2012) have explained how Maximum Likelihood, is an 
extraction method, based on two key assumptions about the data. First, it assumes that the data 
is taken from a defined population, and secondly, that the measured variables have a 
multivariate normal distribution (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012).  
Rotation is a key step in the factor analysis that allows arriving at the simplest pattern 
of factor loadings (Brace et al., 2012). Regarding the options for rotation in factor analysis, it 
has been noted that oblique rotation used in psychological research is a good choice for 
exploratory factor analysis (Fabrigar, 2012). The reason behind this is because usually there is 
considerable theoretical ground to expect correlations among the factors (Fabrigar, 2012). 
Regarding the number of factors to rotate, there was not a specific amount anticipated. 
To clarify this, although the questionnaire presented to the participants was divided into eight 
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theoretical factors, that were considered to be the best classification according to the experts’ 
opinion during the sorting task, because ORP is a new construct and some theoretical factors 
could overlap, it was decided not to restrict the rotation to a specific number of factors.  
During factor analysis the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy was examined: “KMO can be calculated for multiple and individual variables” 
(Field, 2013, p.659). The first KMO score generated was 0.59, if the value reached is below 
0.50 it is recommended to revise the KMO scores of the individual variables, in other words, 
the KMO scores of each item. Communalities of the 58 items were obtained (see Table 10), 
with an initial average of 0.86 and 0.69 after extraction. As discussed previously with small 
samples, communalities play a major role in the good recovery of factors and recommendations 
include an average greater than 0.60 (McCallum et al., 1999), while Fabrigar and Wegener 
(2012) suggest the average should be at least 0.70. The initial communality average exceeds 
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Table 10 
Communalities of the 58 Items used in the First Round of Factor Analysis 
Items Initial Extraction 
1. You will be able to obtain information from your co-workers when you want 
it  
0.85 0.57 
2. There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely  0.86 1.00 
3. The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you to 
perform tasks 
0.91 1.00 
4. You will learn from your supervisor 0.90 1.00 
5. There will be formal communication channels available for employees to 
transmit any kind of information  0.81 0.61 
6. You will learn from your co-worker’s experience  0.81 0.67 
7. The variability of work produced by the organization will improve your 
professional knowledge  0.77 0.46 
8. Supervisors will always be clear when communicating information about job 
tasks 
0.93 1.00 
9. Your work will be informed by a group of innovative co-workers 0.90 0.79 
10. All job challenges will be solved as a team effort 0.84 0.62 
11. Your supervisor will enhance your professional abilities with demanding task 0.81 0.59 
12. Your co-workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify your job 0.84 0.71 
13. The organization will have well-established routines for performing key tasks 0.71 0.47 
14. The organization will be functioning around work teams 0.81 0.33 
15. The organization will expect you to behave according to its values 0.90 0.65 
16. The organization will expect you to follow its traditions 0.87 0.49 
17. The way your co-workers work will be influenced by the organization's 
culture 
0.88 0.80 
18. Supervisors' leadership style will be a reflection of organizational culture 0.85 0.65 
19. Your co-workers will accept innovative ideas 0.84 0.73 
20. You will share the same career aspirations as your co-workers 0.86 0.57 
21. You will find an important source of support in your team 0.88 0.69 
22. You will be performing your job tasks among a group of very supportive 
people 
0.94 0.84 
23. Supervisors will foster team effort above everything 0.91 0.96 
24. You will find a job environment where supervisors and employees collaborate 
closely with each other 0.89 0.62 
25. Relationships among co-workers will be based on mutual respect 0.88 0.58 
26. It won't be challenging at all to communicate with co-workers 0.84 0.49 
27. Supervisors will allow you a fair amount of freedom in performing tasks 0.92 0.72 
28. Your job will allow you to be innovative 0.86 0.67 
29. Your co-workers will expect you to bring new ideas 0.79 0.45 
30. Your co-workers will involve you in completing their tasks 0.73 0.63 
31. Your supervisor will allow you to perform your job in the way you want to 0.90 0.83 
32. Your supervisor will encourage you to be innovative 0.91 0.81 
33. The organization will allow you a great deal of autonomy in getting tasks 
done 
0.87 0.67 
34. The organization will provide you with bonuses 0.77 0.58 
35. You will find support for your career progress 0.85 0.63 
36. The organization will provide for conferences as part of your professional 
development 
0.80 0.55 
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37. There will be continuous job challenges that will demand employee's 
professional development 0.84 0.57 
38. Support to pursue further education will be provided by the organization 0.85 0.70 
39. Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 0.93 0.72 
40. The organization will provide you with the exact type of experience you are 
looking for 
0.83 0.61 
41. The quality of work of the organization will improve your personal 
knowledge 
0.91 0.77 
42. The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to fulfil your 
career aspirations 
0.90 0.88 
43. Supervisors will take the initiative in guiding you during the development of 
projects 
0.85 0.64 
44. Employees will have clear and well-established support sources 0.86 0.70 
45. Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's performance 0.87 0.66 
46. Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while performing job 
tasks 
0.94 0.77 
47. There will be help from co-workers to understand your duties 0.86 0.79 
48. There will be plenty of opportunities to get feedback from supervisors 0.89 0.67 
49. Your supervisors will be knowledgeable 0.91 0.65 
50. You and your supervisor will discuss your job tasks on a weekly basis 0.88 0.60 
51. Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical exhaustion among 
employees 
0.86 0.65 
52. The organization will avoid tasks that would entail risks to your health 0.90 0.66 
53. Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when assigning job 
tasks 
0.93 0.74 
54. The organization will understand if employees' job quality decreases because 
of personal problems 0.94 0.81 
55. Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and your 
personal life 
0.85 0.65 
56. The leaders of the organization will understand that you need a life outside 
work 
0.87 0.67 
57. The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your 
personal life 
0.93 0.96 














ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               98 
   
  Regarding the KMO values, Field (2013) states that individual variables with KMO 
values below 0.50 should be excluded from analysis. Following this guideline individual scores 
of KMO were checked and items with values below 0.50 were excluded. That is, the following 
12 items were removed: “The organization will have well-established routines for performing 
key tasks” (KMO=0.43), “The organization will expect you to follow its traditions” (KMO= 
0.27), “The way your co-workers work will be influenced by the organization's culture” 
(KMO= 0.37), “Supervisors' leadership style will be a reflection of organizational culture” 
(KMO=0.41 ), “You will share the same career aspirations as your co-workers” (KMO= 0.45), 
“You will find a job environment where supervisors and employees collaborate closely with 
each other” (KMO=0.48), “Your co-workers will expect you to bring new ideas” (KMO= 
0.46), “The organization will provide you with bonuses” (KMO= 0.46), “There will be 
continuous job challenges that will demand employee's professional development” (KMO= 
0.47), “The organization will provide you with the exact type of experience you are looking 
for” (KMO= 0.48), “You and your supervisor will discuss your job tasks on a weekly basis” 
(KMO= 0.37), and “The organization will avoid tasks that would entail risks to your health” 
(KMO= 0.42). 
It is noted that removing variables affects the KMO statistics, therefore, after removing 
the variables that did not meet the standards, a new oblique rotation with the remaining 
variables was performed. Given this parameter, the final analysis was carried out with 46 items. 
After the second factor extraction and rotation, a new general KMO was generated. This time 
a value of 0.77 was obtained. Field (2012) has stated that values between 0.70 and 0.80 are 
considered good.  
After the KMO score proved to be adequate, the scree plot (see Figure 1), showed four 
factors with distinguishable eigenvalues before the elbow. Thompson (2004) explains that by 
looking at the scree plot: “factor extraction should be stopped at the point where there is an 
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“elbow” or levelling of the plot” (p.33).  The scree plot, although does not summon any 
statistical significance, is a handy visual tool to decide the number of factors to be extracted. 
Cattell (1966) proposed this graphical test based on the concept of scree, or the piles of rocks 
at the feet of the mountains. Therefore, factors are analogous to solid mountains that can be 
easily recognised and retained by researchers, and trivial factors are analogous to the scree, and 
should be left behind in the extraction process (Cattell, 1966). 
 
Figure 1. Scree plot of the eigenvalues’ distribution by factors. 
A more detailed distribution of the eigenvalues is displayed in Table 11, where 12 
factors account for the variance of the data. Brace, et al. (2012) have defined the eigenvalue as 
“a measure of how much variance in the data is explained by a single factor” (p. 361). It is 
commonly known that remarkable factors should have eigenvalues greater than 1.0, and this is 
the default decision-making strategy for calculating the number of factors in most statistical 
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Table 11 
Scores of Variance Explained by Factors after Factor Analysis 
  Initial Eigenvalues 
 












1 13.93 30.29 30.29 12.41 26.99 26.99 8.95 
2 3.80 8.26 38.55 3.38 7.35 34.34 7.22 
3 2.61 5.66 44.22 2.31 5.03 39.37 7.47 
4 2.33 5.06 49.28 2.18 4.74 44.11 7.14 
5 1.83 3.98 53.26 1.26 2.74 46.85 5.63 
6 1.68 3.66 56.92 1.02 2.22 49.07 8.47 
7 1.49 3.23 60.15 1.44 3.14 52.22 4.35 
8 1.38 3.01 63.16 1.25 2.71 54.93 5.34 
9 1.31 2.84 66.00 1.37 2.98 57.92 4.11 
10 1.24 2.70 68.70 1.05 2.27 60.19 3.61 
11 1.11 2.41 71.11 0.89 1.95 62.14 1.39 
12 1.02 2.22 73.33 0.89 1.94 64.09 2.48 
 
As outlined by Field (2013) the oblique rotation generates two matrices, the pattern 
matrix and structure matrix. For interpretation purposes the pattern matrix is the one to be 
analysed, as this contains the factor loadings (see Table 11). Brace et al. (2012) explain how 
the factor loading is computed for each combination of variable and extracted factor and is 
defined as the coefficient of the correlation between the component (or factor) and the variable. 
Kline (1994) establishes: “It is usual to regard factor loadings as high if they are greater than 
0.6 (the positive or negative sign is irrelevant) and moderately high if they are above 0.3. Other 
loadings can be ignored” (p.6). 
Although 4 factors were clearly visible in the scree plot (see Figure 1), Table 10 and 
Table 12 (below), reported 12 factors were extracted. From this point on, it should be noted 
that any reference to the theoretical factors refers to the 8 factors created (during the sorting 
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card task) before conducting any analysis of empirical data, and all reference to ORP factors 
will refer to factors identified by the EFA analysis. 
  All items loaded above the 0.3 threshold on one of the factors. Table 12 shows the 46 
items that were introduced for exploratory factor analysis.  
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Table 12 
ORP Factor Loadings per Item after Factor Analysis 
Items Factor 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. You will be able to obtain information from your co-workers when you want it 
-0.07 0.13 0.53 0.04 -0.12 0.23 -0.01 -0.04 -0.10 0.07 0.16 0.02 
2. There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely 
0.16 0.07 0.47 -0.12 0.02 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.08 -0.08 0.10 -0.05 
3. The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you to perform tasks 
0.07 -0.20 0.87 -0.08 -0.01 -0.08 -0.02 0.21 -0.07 0.00 0.15 0.03 
4. You will learn from your supervisor  
-0.04 -0.11 0.42 0.12 -0.31 0.26 -0.10 0.12 0.08 0.22 0.28 0.10 
5. There will be formal communication channels available for employees to transmit any kind of 
information -0.05 0.28 0.74 -0.05 0.11 -0.12 -0.14 -0.05 0.10 -0.07 0.13 -0.06 
6. You will learn from your co-workers’ experience  
-0.02 0.02 0.42 -0.07 -0.02 0.23 -0.04 -0.10 0.17 0.11 0.63 0.04 
7. The variability of work produced by the organization will improve your professional knowledge  
-0.09 0.38 0.23 0.11 0.01 0.13 -0.13 0.10 -0.12 0.02 0.34 0.07 
8. Supervisors will always be clear when communicating information about job tasks 
0.20 0.21 0.10 -0.19 -0.03 0.07 -0.16 0.39 0.01 0.44 -0.21 -0.31 
9. Your work will be informed by a group of innovative co-workers 
0.04 0.04 -0.03 0.06 0.06 -0.06 0.15 0.05 0.08 0.88 0.16 0.03 
10. All job challenges will be solved as a team effort 
-0.24 -0.17 0.00 0.20 0.20 -0.06 -0.10 0.79 0.03 0.18 -0.05 0.09 
11. Your supervisor will enhance your professional abilities with demanding task 
-0.08 0.52 -0.16 -0.04 -0.11 -0.03 0.21 0.32 -0.05 0.27 0.31 -0.04 
12. Your co-workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify your job 
0.18 0.30 0.38 0.21 0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.07 -0.16 0.05 -0.05 
13. the organization will be functioning around work teams 
-0.19 0.03 0.03 0.11 -0.09 0.37 -0.02 0.17 0.09 -0.06 0.06 0.02 
14. The organization will expect you to behave according to its values 
-0.12 0.59 0.11 -0.08 -0.34 0.11 0.24 -0.14 -0.03 -0.10 -0.14 -0.09 
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15. Your co-workers will accept innovative ideas 
-0.16 0.21 -0.02 -0.14 0.19 0.52 0.34 0.00 -0.09 -0.10 -0.09 0.15 
16. You will find an important source of support in your team 
0.13 0.15 -0.01 0.03 0.16 0.21 -0.19 0.08 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.71 
17. You will be performing your job tasks among a group of very supportive people 
0.24 0.19 -0.04 -0.15 0.13 0.41 -0.14 0.04 -0.04 0.05 0.05 0.49 
18. Supervisors will foster team effort above everything 
0.11 -0.01 0.28 0.01 0.09 -0.01 0.01 0.64 -0.09 -0.16 -0.02 0.02 
19. Relationships among co-workers will be based on mutual respect 
0.11 0.22 0.09 0.11 -0.02 -0.05 0.32 0.13 0.17 -0.13 0.08 0.07 
20. It won't be challenging at all to communicate with co-workers 
0.04 0.01 -0.18 0.06 0.33 0.27 0.16 0.11 0.05 0.01 -0.08 0.08 
21. Supervisors will allow you a fair amount of freedom in performing tasks 
0.07 -0.14 0.08 0.01 0.38 0.24 0.23 0.14 0.01 -0.05 -0.01 -0.10 
22. Your job will allow you to be innovative 
0.16 0.09 -0.14 -0.04 0.08 -0.10 0.76 -0.02 0.02 0.06 -0.02 -0.12 
23. Your co-workers will involve you in completing their tasks 
0.03 -0.10 -0.21 0.30 -0.08 0.42 0.37 0.10 0.06 -0.07 0.05 -0.08 
24. Your supervisor will allow you to perform your job in the way you want to 
0.04 -0.09 0.00 -0.06 0.85 -0.03 0.10 0.11 0.04 -0.05 -0.05 0.09 
25. Your supervisor will encourage you to be innovative 
-0.06 -0.05 0.09 0.09 0.25 0.23 0.76 -0.19 -0.10 0.18 -0.05 -0.14 
26. The organization will allow you a great deal of autonomy in getting tasks done 
-0.17 0.09 -0.03 0.13 0.81 -0.17 0.09 0.09 -0.08 0.11 0.02 0.11 
27. You will find support for your career progress 
-0.03 0.35 0.02 0.27 0.25 0.05 0.11 -0.18 0.16 -0.07 0.17 0.01 
28. The organization will provide for conferences as part of your professional development 
-0.06 -0.02 0.09 0.19 -0.14 -0.06 0.04 -0.09 0.91 0.15 0.11 -0.06 
29. Support to pursue further education will be provided by the organization 
-0.01 0.19 -0.16 -0.15 0.21 0.20 -0.12 0.13 0.57 -0.07 0.09 0.02 
30. Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 
0.04 0.25 0.13 0.44 0.13 -0.11 0.22 0.11 -0.10 0.10 -0.05 -0.02 
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31. The quality of work of the organization will improve your personal knowledge 
-0.02 0.89 0.07 -0.10 0.18 0.05 -0.07 -0.30 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.06 
32. The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to fulfill your career aspirations 
0.14 0.66 -0.05 0.13 0.08 -0.25 -0.02 0.14 0.12 0.00 0.10 0.14 
33. Supervisors will take the initiative in guiding you during the development of projects 
0.28 0.07 0.18 0.46 0.10 0.01 0.03 -0.15 -0.01 0.07 0.07 -0.11 
34. Employees will have clear and well-established support sources 
0.16 0.00 -0.10 0.70 0.06 -0.06 -0.13 0.10 0.10 0.07 -0.20 0.04 
35. Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's performance 
-0.05 -0.03 -0.07 0.78 -0.02 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.01 -0.02 0.06 0.01 
36. Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while performing job tasks 
0.04 -0.11 0.28 0.40 0.29 0.21 -0.13 0.17 0.05 -0.11 -0.02 -0.14 
37. There will be help from co-workers to understand your duties 
0.02 -0.02 0.12 -0.03 -0.09 1.01 -0.03 -0.17 -0.03 0.00 0.27 0.11 
38. There will be plenty of opportunities to get feedback from supervisors 
0.09 -0.09 -0.11 0.30 -0.07 0.42 0.00 -0.01 0.11 0.15 -0.34 0.16 
39. Your supervisors will be knowledgeable 
0.05 0.46 0.01 0.20 -0.36 0.18 0.07 0.10 0.02 -0.12 -0.18 0.10 
40. Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical exhaustion among employees 
0.73 -0.04 0.15 -0.16 0.00 -0.11 0.12 -0.08 0.21 -0.09 -0.18 0.07 
41. Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when assigning job tasks 
0.46 -0.26 0.25 -0.03 0.12 -0.07 0.16 0.11 -0.06 0.10 0.05 0.19 
42. The organization will understand if employees' job quality decreases because of personal problems 
0.77 -0.05 0.05 -0.25 0.00 -0.04 0.25 0.05 -0.02 0.18 0.05 0.04 
43. Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and your personal life 
0.71 0.12 0.07 0.17 -0.03 -0.15 0.02 -0.21 -0.05 0.14 -0.05 0.10 
44. The leaders of the organization will understand that you need a life outside work 
0.78 0.06 -0.11 0.33 -0.03 -0.01 -0.21 -0.03 -0.17 -0.05 -0.08 0.06 
45. The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your personal life 
1.02 -0.12 -0.21 0.06 -0.05 0.22 -0.02 -0.10 0.00 -0.06 0.33 -0.17 
46. The organization will take measures to ensure your personal well-being  0.66 0.13 0.03 0.15 -0.19 -0.11 0.13 0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06 0.12 
Note. Loadings above 0.3 are in bold
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In view of the results, items presenting cross loadings, low loadings or free-standing 
loadings were identified. According to Floyd and Widaman (1995) “If a researcher wishes to 
develop scales with items with very clean loading patterns, the results of a factor analysis can 
be used to reduce the number of items on an inventory by eliminating items that fail to load on 
any factor or that load at approximately equal levels on two or more factors” (p. 287). 
Inspection of Table 11 shows that for factor 1 there are 7 items with very strong 
loadings, all above 0.40. Results reported two items with cross loadings: “The leaders of the 
organization will understand that you need a life outside work” presented a loading above 0.30 
on factor 4, and  “The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your 
personal life”  had a loading above 0.3 on factor 11. As both items had high loadings above 
0.70, it was decided to retain them as they contribute with the content and the cohesion of factor 
ORP1. 
Factor 2 contained 7 items with loadings above 0.30 as well. In this factor, several cross 
loadings above 0.30 were spotted in relation with other factors. This happened with the 
following items: “The variability of work produced by the organization will improve your 
professional knowledge” double loaded on factor 11,  “Your supervisor will enhance your 
professional abilities with demanding task”  triple loaded with factor 8 and factor 11. Also, 
“The organization will expect you to behave according to its values” double loaded with factor 
5, and “Your supervisors will be knowledgeable” double loaded with  factor 5 as well. These 
items were removed from further analysis. In this factor “The quality of work of the 
organization will improve your personal knowledge” double loaded with factor 8, but it was 
kept as it had a high loading of 0.89. 
Factor 3 presented 6 items with loadings above 0.30. Two of those 6 items presented 
double loadings above 0.30 in other factors: “You will learn from your supervisor” double 
loaded on factor 5 and item “Your co-workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify 
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your job”  double loaded on factor 2. It was decided to eliminate the first one as its content is 
better covered for the items that loaded on factor 4. As for the second item it was ultimately 
kept as it is reinforcing the content related to co-workers in factor 3.  
Factor 4 generated 5 items with strong loadings above 0.40, all items had clean single 
loadings, and all were retained. Factor 5 contained 4 items with loadings above 0.30. There 
were no double loadings in this ORP factor, however the items “Supervisors will allow you a 
fair amount of freedom in performing tasks” and “Your supervisor will allow you to perform 
your job in the way you want to” addressed the same content and it was decided to drop the 
first one and keep the second  as it presented the highest loading coefficient between the two. 
Factor 6 had 5 items loading above 0.30, however, 3 of those 5 items presented cross 
loadings above 0.30 on other factors. The items with double loadings were “Your co-workers 
will accept innovative ideas” on factor 7, “Your co-workers will involve you in completing 
their tasks” triple loaded on factor 4 and on factor 7, and item “There will be plenty of 
opportunities to get feedback from supervisors”  had triple loadings on factor 4 and factor 11. 
These three items were removed from ORP factor 6.  
Factor 7 enclosed 3 items, all of which loaded above 0.3 and without sharing similar 
loadings with other factors. From factor 8 to factor 12, all loadings contained 2 or 1 item and 
in most cases these items presented cross loadings.  
The number of items per factor was also considered for factor retention. In this regard, 
Anderson and Rubin (1956) have recommended a minimum of 3 items per factor, McCallum 
et al. (1999) also have indicated that overdetermined factors contain at least 3 items. However, 
Marsh, Hau, Balla and Grayson (1998) conducted a Monte Carlo simulation study to draw 
conclusions regarding the adequate p (indicator) / f (factor) ratio for confirmatory factor 
analysis. Their hypothesis of more items per factor  (i.e. at least 4) was supported as it provides 
more accurate and stable parameter estimates in confirmatory factor analyses (Marsh et al., 
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1998). Still, Marsh et al. (1998) also noted that previous studies (i.e. Anderson & Gerbing, 
1984; Bearden, Sharma & Teel, 1982; Boosma, 1982) have indicated that in CFA analyses, 
goodness of fit tended to be negatively correlated with the increase of items. In their study, 
Marsh et al. (1998) also highlighted that real data, as opposed to simulation, can produce 
complicated situations (i.e. items loading on more than one factor) and thus, further research is 
needed. Considering this, for the purposes of exploration of ORP as a new construct, factors 
containing at least 3 items were retained for further analysis (i.e. factors 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 were 
retained). 
A correlational analysis between those 6 ORP factors was conducted to confirm the 
choice to use oblique rotation method. Results shown in Table 13 indicate positive moderate 
correlations between the 6 factors (i.e. 1,2,3,4,5,7). Boyle (1991) explains how it is preferable 
to get moderate correlations between the items in order to maximise the range of measurement 
of the construct. This suits the approach of this research, as one of the desired aims is the 
possibility of measuring as many relevant dimensions of organizational reality as possible.  
 
Table 13 
Correlation Scores between the 6 Remaining ORP Factors 
 Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor7 
Factor1 0.89      
Factor2 0.29** 0.77     
Factor3 0.52** 0.50** 0.77    
Factor4 0.61** 0.53** 0.57** 0.85   
Factor5 0.51** 0.24** 0.35** 0.52** 0.75  
Factor7 0.46** 0.46** 0.36** 0.54** 0.58** 0.65 
Note. ᵃ**p < 0.01. ᵇ In bold are the Cronbach’s alphas for each factor 
Cronbach alphas were calculated again for the 6 extracted ORP factors (see Table 13). 
Cortina (1993) has explained that one of the descriptions about the alpha coefficient is to be a 
measure of first factor saturation, in other words: “the extent to which a certain factor is present 
in all the items” (p.100). It has been noted by Cortina (1993) that in some cases high alphas do 
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not represent in reality first factor saturation especially when items load on more than one 
factor, however, as explained before this has been controlled in this study by removing 
problematic items with double or triple loadings. Factors 1 to 5 reached coefficient alphas 
above 0.70 (see Table 13), which is the minimum advised level to evidence internal consistency 
between the items. Factor 7 had a Cronbach alpha below 0.70, according to that factors 1 to 5 
were retained. 
 Having identified 5 internally consistent ORP factors, the item-content of each ORP 
factor was reviewed. Factor 5 evidenced some content inconsistencies, specifically this meant 
that its content did not address a cohesive aspect, and instead reported a variety of aspects 
including: communication (i.e. it won’t be challenging at all to communicate with co-workers), 
supervisor’s style (i.e. Your supervisor will allow you to perform your job in the way you want 
to) and autonomy (i.e. The organization will allow you a great deal of autonomy in getting 
tasks done).  
Fabrigar and Wegener (2012) have outlined that the reasonable objective of  factor 
analysis is not to find the true or correct number of common factors, but to arrive at a useful 
and/or appropriate number of factors in relation to the theoretical model set to build the scale. 
Fabrigar and Wegener (2012) clarify that the useful or appropriate number of factors refers to 
statistical and conceptual utility. This means that the outcome is a certain number of common 
factors that successfully simplify data and show a pattern of correlations among the measured 
variables that can be easily interpreted (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). According to this, factor 
5 was removed. The remaining 4 ORP factors, were assigned provisional labels and definitions 
according to their distribution of  items and their content (see Table 14). ORP Factor 1 was 
named expectations on employee’s well-being, ORP factor 2 expectations on career support, 
ORP factor 3 expectations on learning options, and ORP factor 4 expectations on supervisor’s 
support. 
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Table 14 
Items Loadings of the Final 4 ORP Factor Structure 
Factor labels ORP scale item Factor Loadings 
Employee’s 
Well-being  
Supervisors will be attentive towards 
any sign of physical exhaustion among 
employees 
.73 -.04 .15 -.16 
Supervisors will consider the 
employee's personal life when 
assigning job tasks 
.46 -.26 .25 -.03 
 
The organization will understand if 
employees' job quality decreases 
because of personal problems 
 
.78 -.05 .05 -.25 
Your supervisors will respect the 
boundaries between your job and your 
personal life 
 
.71 .12 .07 .17 
The leaders of the organization will 
understand that you need a life outside 
work 
 
.78 .06 -.11 .33 
The organization will help you to get 
balance between your job and your 
personal life 
 
1.02 -.12 -.21 .06 
The organization will take measures to 
ensure your personal well-being 
 




You will find support for your career 
progress -.03 .35 .02 .28 
The quality of work of the organization 
will improve your personal knowledge 
 
-.02 .89 .07 -.11 
The organization will provide you with 
plenty of opportunities to fulfil your 
career aspirations 





You will be able to obtain information 
from your co-workers when you want 
it 
 
-.07 .13 .53 .04 
 
There will be an environment where 









ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               110 
   
 
The amount of information given by 
supervisors will be enough for you to 
perform tasks 
.07 -.20 .87 -.08 
 
There will be informal communication 
channels available for employees to 
transmit any kind of information 
-.05 .28 .74 -.05 
 
Your co-workers will allow you to 
initiate conversations to clarify your 
job 
.18 .30 .39 .22 
Supervisor’s 
support 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate 
their work-group 
.04 .25 .14 .44 
 
Supervisors will take the initiative in 
guiding you during the development of 
projects 
.28 .08 .18 .46 
 
Employees will have clear and well-
established support sources 
-.05 -.03 -.07 .78 
 
Supervisors' experience will facilitate 
employee's performance 
-.05 -.03 -.07 .78 
 
Supervisors will provide you with help 
at any stage while performing job tasks 
.04 -.11 .28 .40 
Note. Loadings are in bold 
 
 
2.7.6 Factor Interpretation 
The item content of the four ORP factors and their distribution differed from the 
original eight theoretical factors. The following definitions are assigned to each ORP factor 
according to the nature, approach and content of the items after the EFA analysis was carried 
out.  
Employee’s well-being (7 items). This factor contained items that originally belonged 
to the theoretical factor labelled personal and professional. That theoretical factor addressed 
the interactions and balance between the two spheres. The items selected are mainly oriented 
to the employee’s wellbeing regarding health (e.g. Supervisors will be attentive towards any 
sign of physical exhaustion among employees), emotional state (e.g. The organization will 
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understand if employees' job quality decreases because of personal problems), and the 
importance of having a fulfilling life outside the professional sphere (e.g. The leaders of the 
organization will understand that you need a life outside work). It should be noted, that the 
distribution of items (i.e. 3 items referring to the role of supervisors in the employee’s 
wellbeing, 3 items referring to the role of the organization in the employee’s wellbeing and 1 
item referring to the role of the leaders in the employee’s wellbeing) does not initially have 
implications for item weighing and item scoring. Implementation of this would require 
additional research. The decision to keep these items referring to different organizational actors 
involved in the employee’s wellbeing, is based on the statistical procedures undertaken (i.e. 
item-total correlation analyses, factor loadings and alpha coefficient), and the common item 
content of wellbeing presented in Table 14. 
Career Support (3 items). The set of items forming this ORP factor come from the 
theoretical factor named organizational opportunities, which described reward options for 
employees. The three items identified for this ORP factor are all directed towards the fulfilment 
of career aspirations in the form of development (e.g. You will find support for your career 
progress), and enhancement of the understanding of one’s profession (e.g. The quality of work 
of the organization will improve your personal knowledge).  
Learning options (5 items). All the items representing this ORP factor derive from the 
original theoretical factor named ‘how will I get to learn inside the organization?’ This 
theoretical factor mainly pointed out learning sources from which the employee can get 
information to perform better in his/her job. Accordingly, the items in this ORP factor 
conveyed accessibility to information (e.g. You will be able to obtain information from your 
co-workers when you want it), and the quality of the information obtained (e.g. The amount of 
information given by supervisors will be enough for you to perform tasks). 
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Supervisors’ support (5 items). The majority of the items contained in this ORP factor 
originate from the initial theoretical factor named ‘organizational support’, which entailed 
formal sources from the organization to back up the employee’s performance. Only one item 
in this ORP factor came from the theoretical factor called organizational opportunities, which 
as mentioned before, outlines types of rewards available to employees, and thus it can be seen 
as a form of support.  
The overlapping situation between those initial theoretical factors (i.e. organizational 
support and organizational opportunities) had been anticipated in Section 2.4 (i.e. Theoretical 
Factors ) that described the initial eight set of categories. Specifically, this was noted when 
classifying and discussing the theory behind the contents relevant to those two factors. 
However, in this ORP factor the emphasis is on the type of support generated directly from the 
role of the supervisor as a figure of knowledge and guidance (e.g. Supervisors will take the 
initiative in guiding you during the development of projects), and as a vessel of motivation 
(e.g. Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group). 
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     2.8 Discussion 
The aim of Study 1 was to identify the factors associated with the ORP construct. To 
attain this goal exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to discover the factorial 
structure of the scale. The outcome of the EFA provided information to identify a solid structure 
of 4 factors constituting the ORP scale: employee’s wellbeing, career support, learning options, 
and supervisor’s support. 
The development of the Organizational Reality Perception (ORP) scale involved 
several steps that were aimed to identify and narrow the aspects to be measured. The design of 
the items for the ORP construct was based on previously developed and related constructs and 
the advice of experts in the field. However, no fixed distributions during the EFA were 
expected, as ORP is a new construct, and this requires flexibility in all the scale development 
steps. 
 ORP is a construct with a broad nature, as it is measuring the perception of 
organizational reality. A given organizational reality entails multiple aspects that are 
interacting between each other, having this in mind, 8 theoretical factors were proposed to be 
tested (see Table 1). These theoretical factors intended to address distinctive aspects, 
nonetheless, some were anticipated to overlap. This situation was predicted for the theoretical 
factors labelled organizational opportunities and organizational support. 
 From the eight theoretical factors put to test, only content from 4 theoretical factors 
were present in the final 4-factor solution (i.e. personal and professional, how will I get to learn 
inside the organization? Organizational support, and organizational opportunities). Content 
related to the other 4 factors (i.e. What will others think of you? Constraints from the 
organization, social relations, and how can you behave?) were not included. The content 
removed, although clearly part of the literature associated with aspects included in an 
organizational reality (e.g. Bauer & Green, 1998; Bower, 1966; Lawler, 1994, Stinglhamber & 
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De Cremer, 2008), is not supported by the results obtained from the study. This can be an 
indication of problems in item phrasing, but given the item content obtained in the final 4-
factor solution, it can also be an indication of newcomer graduates’ work expectations being 
oriented towards the benefits and assistance they can obtain from multiple levels of the 
organization. The content left out, is mainly associated with aspects revolving around the 
responsibility of the newcomer with multiple organizational levels, and with limits of 
organizational behaviour.  
 Furthermore, the four ORP factors retained, highlight a trend of underlying dimensions 
that describe or involve situations of support and assistance towards the new employee. In 
detail this suggests that newcomer graduates in New Zealand direct their work expectations 
towards how they will be supported by the different levels of members inside the organization 
(co-workers, supervisor and the organization as an institution) in facilitating their job, how that 
support will be translated in career advancement, and how they will be backed as employees 
by the organization in their personal lives. 
 It is noted that in the wellbeing factor there is an underrepresentation of one aspect 
(leader) in comparison with the other 2 (supervisor and organization). The rationale behind 
keeping the single leadership  item, is that the 3 aspects covered in the wellbeing factor refer 
to structures and figures of power that are perceived to have authority to influence the 
employee’s wellbeing. And in this line, it was deemed coherent to keep the single leadership 
item along with the other items. 
The next stage in the ORP scale development (Study 2) involved testing the stability of 
the 4 ORP factor structure that has been identified in this EFA study. The assessment of the 
ORP scale stability was performed through a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with a sample 
of the same demographic characteristics as the one used in Study 1.  
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Chapter 3 
3. Study 2 - Confirmation of the Organizational Reality Perception Scale Structure 
3.1 Overview 
This chapter describes the process of confirmation of the factorial structure of the 
Organizational Reality Perception Scale (ORP). The aim of this study was to confirm the 4-
factor model identified during the exploratory factor analysis (EFA).  To attain this goal, the 
20-item version of the ORP scale was tested using a sample of 93 final year university students.  
Holmes Finch, Immekus, and French (2016) have described confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) as “the preferred factor analytic approach to formally test a scale’s 
dimensionality when existing theory and empirical evidence supports a particular latent 
structure of the data” (p. 150). For the purposes of this study, CFA fits as the suitable 
methodological approach.  
The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) that was reported in Chapter 2 was conducted 
with the aim of understanding the distribution of items in a range of factors. The output 
generated by the EFA analysis provided a particular latent structure of the ORP construct based 
on empirical evidence. The aim of Study 2 is to evaluate the latent structure outlined during 
Study 1, by testing it with a new sample with the same demographic characteristics used for 
EFA, that is, final-year –undergraduate- university students that are soon to be graduates. 
3.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Confirmatory factor analysis is commonly associated with other analytic techniques, 
especially EFA (exploratory factor analysis) and PCA (principal components analysis). 
However, CFA and EFA are both based on the common factor model, which has as its central 
premise that:  
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When examining correlations among measured variables, nonzero correlations will 
occur between measured variables because these variables are influenced (in a linear 
fashion) by one or more of the same unobservable constructs (or alternatively one might 
say these two variables are in part tapping on or measuring one or more of the same 
underlying constructs). (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012, p.4). 
 The common factor is then an unobservable construct that has linear effects on more 
than one measured variable in a battery (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). As mentioned, EFA and 
CFA are based on the common factor model, making them mathematically related procedures 
(Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). Harrington (2009) describes how: “EFA may be used as an 
exploratory first step during the development of a measure, and then CFA may be used as a 
second step to examine whether the structure identified in the EFA works in a new sample” (p. 
10).  
This CFA methodology is employed in this study. The choice is justified as ORP is a 
new construct, and although it is rooted in similar previously related constructs that were 
reviewed in Chapter 1, it has a unique theoretical premise not explored beforehand by other 
empirical work. Having this in mind, the need to first explore possible dimensions of the 
construct, and then confirm them with a new sample, provides the ideal approach to validate 
the factorial structure of the ORP. The need to validate the EFA results is highlighted by Haig 
(2005), who observes how CFA is needed to confirm the EFA findings.  
Brown (2006) remarks how CFA needs to be driven by a strong conceptual or empirical 
foundation, which in this research has been provided by a detailed theoretical revision (i.e. 
addressed in Chapter 1) and substantial empirical data (i.e. reported in Chapter 2). Brown 
(2006) explains as well, that: “CFA is typically used in later phases of scale development or 
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construct validation after the underlying structure has been tentatively established by prior 
empirical analysis using EFA, as well on theoretical grounds” (p. 41).  
3.3 Organizational Reality Perception Model  
CFA is considered a method under the umbrella of Structural Equation Modelling 
(SEM), which is a broad family of analyses that are used to test measurement models (Brown, 
2006). Schumacker and Lomax (2004) explains in this regard that: “SME uses various types of 
models to depict relationships among observed variables, with the same basic goal of providing 
a quantitative test of a theoretical model hypothesized by a researcher” (p. 2). 
It is important to note, however, that what differentiates CFA from a SME model is that 
the first emphasizes the relationship between indicators and latent variables, while the latter 
involves structural or causal paths between latent variables (Harrington, 2009). These two 
different focuses allow CFA to be used as either an individual analysis or a preliminary step of 
a SEM analysis (Harrington, 2009). In the present study, CFA is employed as a stand-alone 
analysis, used to test the four-factor structure established during the EFA data analysis. 
Browne and Cudeck (1993) state that models that are assessing constructs are “fitted to 
data in an attempt to understand underlying processes that have been operating” (p. 136). As 
noted previously, theory and prior research are key when specifying a CFA model, and 
although in early stages the development of a model can rely fundamentally on theory, the test 
and replication of the model through other analysis (i.e. EFA) is needed (Harrington, 2009). 
When creating a model to be tested through CFA, two aspects should be considered: 
the latent variables and the model parameters. For this study, a four-factor model was expected 
to be confirmed. The four factors (employee’s wellbeing, career support, learning options and 
supervisors’ support), were the latent variables underlying the observed construct of interest: 
ORP, and the items were the observed variables associated with each one of the factors. 
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There can be two types of latent variables: exogenous and endogenous (Brown, 2006). 
The first type are variables not caused by other variables in the model, in this study, the 
exogenous variables corresponds to the four factors aforementioned. The second type refers to 
variables that are caused by other variables (based on theoretical or empirical grounds).  
Generally, CFA models are typically considered exogenous, but there are cases when 
latent factors are considered endogenous as well (Brown, 2006). This is the case of the model 
presented in this study, where the endogenous variables are also the four factors. In other words, 
inter-correlations between the factors are anticipated, and such inter-correlations are expected 
to be accounted for a specific first-order factor: Organizational Reality Perception (ORP) (see 
Figure 2). Brown (2006) has described these models as higher-order models, which its 
empirical feasibility is evidenced by the patterning of correlations among factors in the first 
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Figure 2. Initial ORP model proposed to be confirmed through CFA analysis. 
The second aspect that is considered when creating and testing a model are the 
parameters.  The parameters are “the characteristics of the population that will be estimated 
and tested in the CFA” (Harrington, 2009, p. 23). The parameters in the model are then, all the 
relationships among the observed and latent variables. These relationships involve the direction 
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of the link between the latent variables and the observed ones, specifically how the latent 
variables are expected to exert causation on the observed variables (Harrington, 2009). A 
second type of relationship that is evident in any model are the factor loadings or regression 
coefficients (Harrington, 2009). Finally, the factor variance and the correlations between the 
latent or unobserved variables are also relationships that should be checked in any model 
(Harrington, 2009). 
As shown in Figure 2, it is presumed the parameters’ scores in the model will show a 
valid relation between the latent variable (ORP) and the observed variables: employee’s 
wellbeing (i.e. Ewellbeing) career support (i.e. CareerSupport), learning options (i.e. 
Learningoptions) and supervisors’ support (i.e. Sup-support). It is presumed as well, that there 
will be moderate to strong inter-correlations between the four observed variables. 
The model displayed in Figure 2, is supported by empirical data obtained during the 
EFA study. The model presented in Figure 2 proposes that ORP is a multidimensional 
construct, as opposed to a unidimensional scale that encompasses all the relations with the 
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Figure 3. Alternative unidimensional model for the ORP scale. 
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3.4 Goodness of fit 
The development and applicability of any model with theoretical and empirical 
implications depends substantially on the goodness of fit of the model, which is usually verified 
through different model of fit indices of the SEM. Schumacker and Lomax (2004) highlight 
how: “finding a statistically significant theoretical model that also has practical and substantial 
meaning is the primary goal of using structural equation modelling to test theories” (p.81). 
The goodness of fit of a model has been defined as “the degree to which the sample 
variance-covariance data fit the structural equation model” (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, 
p.100). The fitness of any model can then, be evaluated through several indices and criteria. 
Specifically,  three criteria have been identified to assess the statistical fitness of a theoretical 
model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004).  
The first criterion is to obtain non-statistically significant values of chi-square test and 
the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) values. Both values are labelled as 
global fit measures. The ideal result in order to demonstrate the goodness-of-fit of a model is 
to obtain a non-statistically significant chi-square value, because this outcome is an indication 
that the sample covariance matrix and the reproduced model-implied covariance matrix are 
similar, which is the desired result (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
The second criterion used to assess the goodness of fit of a model, is the statistical 
significance of individual parameter estimates that account for the paths in the model. 
Specifically, t test values are analysed, usually compared to a tabled t value of 1.96 at the 0.05 
level of significance. These estimates are in general obtained by dividing their parameter 
estimates by their respective standard errors (Shumacker & Lomax, 2004). The third criterion 
is referred to as the magnitude and direction of the parameter estimates, specifically the analysis 
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of how these parameters present positive and negative coefficients (Shumacker & Lomax, 
2004). 
According to the two models presented above, and the criteria regarding good-model 
fit in CFA analyses, the following hypotheses were established: 
Hypothesis 1: The four-factor model identified during the EFA will be confirmed 
during the CFA analysis, given that the same demographic characteristics were controlled for. 
Hypothesis 2: The four-factor model will prove to have a better goodness-of-fit than a 
one-dimensional model. 
Hypothesis 3: Factor loadings will show significant and stable scores consistent with 
the results obtained during the EFA.   
Hypothesis 4: There will be moderate to strong correlations between the four factors 
representative of the ORP construct.  
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3.5 Methodology 
3.5.1 Design 
This study employed a cross-sectional design, as the data was gathered just once, over 
a period of weeks to months to answer a research question (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 
3.5.2 Participants 
The individuals recruited for the CFA study had the same characteristics of the sample 
employed during Study 1 (See Chapter 2). The participants were soon-to-be-graduates (final 
year of undergraduate studies) of tertiary educational institutions in New Zealand that have not 
yet begun to work, and on average were between the ages of 21 and 25 years old. All 
participation was voluntary, and all information from the study was of a confidential nature. 
Participants came from the University of Canterbury studying the following subjects: law, 
accounting, economics, finance, management, marketing, computer sciences, geological 
sciences, engineering, and psychology. 
There were 93 valid cases, 29 males (31.2%) and 64 (68.8%) females. The mean age of 
the participants was 22 years old.  
3.5.3 Sampling 
As previously done during the EFA study, sampling was conducted following two 
sampling methods: referral sampling and snowball sampling. This study also involved 
purposive sampling, this means that it is necessary to obtain information from specific target 
groups, as they match certain criteria set by the researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).  
  As noted in Chapter 1 and 2, the validation of the Organizational Reality Perception 
(ORP) is built on the set of expectations people hold about their future work reality before 
starting a job. Having this in mind, the need to keep the same characteristics of the sample 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               125 
   
population across Studies 1 and 2, was key to guarantee the empirical and theoretical stability 
of the proposed model.  
 To achieve the empirical and theoretical stability, the same requirements of 
demographics set for Study 1 were fulfilled in Study 2. Those requirements involved a very 
specific target population: level of education (undergoing the completion of a university degree 
during the final year), type of professions (careers associated with entering in formal 
organizational structures) and a predominant age interval (see participants section). Given the 
specificities required for the sample, it was necessary to collect data in the same manner that 
was performed during the data collection for the exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The 
sampling was better suited by employing networking sampling techniques (i.e. referral and 
snowball sampling), as these provided faster and more accurate access to the sample 
population.  
 Data collection started in late July 2016, by contacting lecturers/professors from the 
University of Canterbury who were coordinating classes given to final year students (i.e. third 
and fourth year) on the subject areas mentioned above. Most of those lecturers were the same 
ones that helped the researcher with the snowball sampling during the previous year (2015) in 
the data collection for the EFA.  
All professors were reached by email (see Appendix 8). A brief summary was given to 
them about the objective of the research, stating that their assistance in data collection was 
asked once again, because the scale development process required a second application with a 
sample of the same characteristics for validation purposes.  The lecturers were offered three 
options to assist the researcher in the data collection, these options were the same ones provided 
one year before during the EFA study: the first option was to provide them with an advertising 
slide (see Appendix 9) of the research including the questionnaire’s online link and information 
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of prizes for participation. This slide could be presented to their students at the beginning or 
end of their lectures.  
The second option consisted of consenting to a brief presentation made by the 
researcher at the beginning of the lecture. The presentation would be a maximum of 5 minutes, 
in which the researcher would clarify the nature of the study and the prizes the participants 
could win. The researcher would also provide each one of them with an informative flyer (see 
Appendix 10) with all the relevant information. And the third option was to upload the study 
information on the learn page of the class (see Appendix 10). 
At the University of Canterbury, 46 lecturers were contacted. From the 46 lecturers 
emailed, 21 agreed to help the researcher again in getting participants for the study choosing 
one, and sometimes two, of the options mentioned above. From those 21 lecturers, 9 allowed 
the researcher to talk to their students at the beginning of the class. Flyers and posters (see 
Appendix 10) containing all the information related to the study were distributed on 
departmental notice boards as well. 
3.5.4 Materials 
For this study an online questionnaire hosted by Qualtrics was used. The questionnaire 
included demographic questions (see Appendix 11), these questions were stated in the exact 
same fashion of the demographic questions asked to the EFA sample one year before (2015) 
(see Chapter 2). 
After the demographic questions, participants were presented with the 20-item version 
of the organizational reality perception (ORP) scale that was identified during the EFA study 
(see Appendix 11). It should be noted that even though the 20 items were recognised to be part 
of a four-factor structure, the items were presented to the participants as a single structure. This 
means that no specific factorial divisions were evident to the participant in the format of the 
items. In order to prevent order effects, which are defined as a generalized effect on the 
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interpretation of the questions according to its placement (Biemer et al., 1991), 
counterbalancing measures were put in place, by randomizing the presentation order of the 
items on Qualtrics.  
3.5.5 Procedure  
The 20-item version of the scale was uploaded to the Qualtrics platform online (see 
Appendix 11). The online questionnaire was available from August 2nd 2016, and responses 
were received from August 5th 2016 until November 27th 2016. The online questionnaire  was 
activated during the 3rd and 4th term (based on the University of Canterbury academic year), 
this time frame was chosen to be the same used for the EFA study data collection. This choice 
was made with the same justification behind the EFA study, as this time frame allows for the 
collection of perceptions from students with a very likely threshold of ending their studies and 
planning for a future outside the academic environment. 
During the online data collection, 115 surveys were started by participants but only 93 
were completed, those 93 cases were valid cases to be analysed. In order to get students to 
participate in the study, rewards for participating included getting the chance to win one of 8 
prizes: 8 NZD50 Visa Prezzy cards. The draw for the prizes took place during the last week of 
November 2016 and prizes were delivered that same week. 
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3.6 Results 
Statistical procedures for this study were carried out by using IBM SPSS Amos. Before 
proceeding with the analysis of the results it is important to detail first the indices of model fit 
used as the criteria of analysis in this study. 
As noted previously (see Goodness of fit section above) there are three criteria used to 
determine model fit. The first criteria involve the use of chi-square (x²) and the root means 
square error of approximation (RMSEA). Regarding x², as mentioned before, the aim is to 
obtain a non-significant value in the test, which indicates that the theoretical model reproduces 
to a great extent the sample variance-covariance in the matrix (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
In regard to the root means square error approximation (RMSEA), this is calculated by 
square rooting the chi-square (x²) minus the degrees of freedom (df) divided by the degrees of 
freedom (df) times the sample size minus 1 (Holmes Finch, et al., 2016). An ideal fit index of 
RMSEA would be 0 under the null hypothesis (x²= df), although in applied research this would 
be an uncommon case. However, some cut-offs have been proposed for interpretation purposes: 
a value equal or less than 0.01 is an indicative of excellent fit, values equal or below 0.05 are 
considered good fit, values above 0.05 to 0.08 suggest a mediocre fit, and all values above that 
number are labelled as poor fit (Holmes Finch et al, 2016). 
The other two indices that are part of the model fit analysis in this study are the 
comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI).  The CFI introduced by Bentler 
(1990), is an improvement of the Normed Fit Index (NFI) coined by Bentler and Bonnet (1980). 
The NFI index is a measure that has a functionality of rescaling x² from 0 (no fit) to 1.0 (perfect 
fit) range, and it is used to compare models using as baseline the null model (Schumacker & 
Lomax, 2004). Having that in mind, CFI was created as a new coefficient of comparative fit, 
with the aim to overcome the weaknesses of NFI nested models, which essentially involved a 
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sequence of model fit statistics with associated degrees of freedom, therefore, CFI uses a non-
central distribution (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
The TLI index is also a non-centrality fit index considered to be an unbiased measure 
in finite samples and recommended for testing null or alternative models. The TLI index was 
initially created by Tucker and Lewis (1973) for factor analysis, but later its application was 
extended to structural equation modelling (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
Although there is a variety of recommendations for interpretation purposes of these two 
indices, there is agreement that values above than 0.90, and ideally above 0.95 are 
representative of models with good fit (Holmes Finch et al., 2016). Models 1 and 2 present CFI 
and TLI indices values below 0.9, thus presenting a non-good indicator of model fit.  
The data analysis was performed with a sample of 93 valid cases. Model 1 (Figure 2) 
and model 2 (Figure 3) were both tested through Amos. Table 15 shows four models along 
with their indices of model fit. Originally two models were to be tested (See Figure 2 and 
Figure 3), the reason behind introducing a third one is explained by looking to the fit indices 
of model 1 (see Table 15), and a fourth will be explained later in the chapter.  
Table 15 
Outcome of the CFA with Four Possible Models with Indices of Model Fit 
Model Moments Parameters x² (df) p CFI TLI RMSEA No. Items 
Model 1 210 46 274.09 164 0.00 0.85 0.83 0.09 20 
Model 2 210 40 308.88 170 0.00 0.81 0.79 0.09 20 
Model 3 120 36 92.19 84 0.25 0.98 0.98 0.03 15 
Model 4 120 33 96.23 87 0.24 0.98 0.97 0.03 15 
 
By looking at the results in Table 15, both models presented significant levels of chi-
square, which points to a non-satisfactory reproduction of the theoretical model by the sample 
matrix. As can be seen in Table 15, both RMSEA values for model 1 and 2, are above 0.8, 
therefore such scores present a poor model-fit. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               130 
   
After examining these findings, Model 1 -which is the four-factor structure identified 
during the EFA- seemed not to replicate satisfactorily the variance-covariance of the sample 
data. Regarding model 2 – the unidimensional model-, as expected, it also did not provide a 
good fit for the empirical data. 
Given the non-satisfactory results of Model 1, which are based on empirical data 
collected from the EFA study, an analysis was conducted on the item loadings to analyse the 
values that could be affecting the model fit of the four-factor structure (see Table 16 below). 
According to this, a factor analysis was carried out with the 20 items, this time using the data 
collected in Study 2. The extraction method used was Maximum Likelihood and the rotation 
method was Oblique Promax. 
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Table 16 
Factor Loadings of the 20 Item Structure According to the CFA Data Sample 
  Factor 
Item 1 2 3 4 
The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you to perform tasks 0.10 0.36 0.05 0.31 
Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while performing tasks 0.02 0.50 -0.01 0.22 
The organization will take measures to ensure your personal well-being 0.19 0.36 0.02 0.26 
There will be informal communication channels available for employees to transmit any kind of 
information 
-0.06 0.33 -0.06 0.14 
The quality of work of the organization will improve your personal knowledge 0.19 0.27 0.30 0.02 
Employees will have clear and well-established support sources 0.05 0.56 -0.14 0.09 
Supervisors will take the initiative in guiding you during the development of projects -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 1.07 
The leaders of the organization will understand that you need a life outside work 0.14 0.31 -0.02 0.36 
The organization will understand if employees' job quality decreases because of personal problems 0.82 -0.04 0 -0.16 
Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when assigning  job tasks 0.77 -0.25 0.09 0.16 
The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your personal life 0.61 -0.04 0 0.27 
There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely 0.25 0.67 -0.04 -0.20 
The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to fulfil your career aspirations -0.17 0.91 0.09 -0.11 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 0.24 0.33 0.24 -0.03 
You will find support for your career progress -0.03 0.86 -0.06 -0.05 
Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's performance -0.20 0.41 0.22 0.24 
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and your personal life 0.68 0.11 0.04 -0.15 
You will be able to obtain information from your co-workers when you want it 0.02 0.11 0.29 0.24 
Your co-workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify your job -0.01 -0.09 1.06 -0.06 
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical exhaustion among employees 0.59 0.16 -0.18 0.07 
Note. a  Values in bold are the highest loadings of each item by factor. b  Factor 1: Employee’s wellbeing, 
Factor 2: Career support, Factor 3: Learning options, Factor 4: Supervisor’s Support. 
 
After checking the extremes values, the next step was to check the content of each item 
once again (this process had been conducted during Study 1), according to its relevance for 
each one of the four factors identified during the EFA study.   
In factor 1 (employee’s wellbeing) two items were identified to be too broad in scope 
regarding the characteristics of the first factor: “The organization will take measures to ensure 
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your personal wellbeing” and “The leaders of the organization will understand that you need 
a life outside work”. These items’ content is better, and more concretely addressed, by the other 
items in this category, this means that the rest of the items in this factor have better wording 
and are more comprehensive at conveying the same content. It was decided to remove these 
items. 
In factor 2 (career support), all three items that are part of this factor: “You will find 
support for your career progress”, “The quality of work of the organization will improve your 
personal knowledge” and “The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to 
fulfil your career aspirations”, conveyed appropriately the content of the factor. It was decided 
to keep these items 
In factor 3 (Learning options), the item “You will be able to obtain information from 
your co-workers when you want it”, although representative of the categorical content assigned 
to this factor, it is not as consistent like the other items in this category. The item “Your co-
workers will allow you to initiate conversations to clarify your job” was found to have an 
extreme high loading, above 1. In factor 4 (Supervisors’ support), the item “Supervisors will 
take the initiative in guiding you during the development of projects” presented an extreme 
high loading, also above 1. These items were removed from further analysis. 
In summary, the endeavour of theoretical validation is a continuous work in progress, 
and modifications, if necessary, should not be overlooked. The revision of each factor was 
made according to indications of the factor loadings but mainly regarding its corresponding 
factor content coherence (i.e. how the item content supported the factor). No further factor 
analysis rounds were performed.  In order to monitor the 4-factor model identified in Study 1, 
it was decided to stick to that solution and conduct a new AMOS analysis. Having that in mind, 
the aforementioned 5 items were removed from the factorial structure. A new model of 15 
items distributed in the same four factors was proposed (see Table 17 and Figure 4 below).  
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Table 17 
Items Used for Model 3 
Factor  Items  
  
The organization will understand if employees' job quality decreases 
because of personal problems 
  




The organization will help you to get balance between your job and your 
personal life 
  
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and your 
personal life 
  
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical exhaustion 
among employees 
  
The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to fulfil 
your career aspirations 
Career Support The quality of work of organization will improve your personal knowledge 
  You will find support for your career progress 
  
The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you to 
perform tasks 
  
There will be informal communication channels available for employees 
to transmit any kind of information 
 Learning 
Options 
There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely 
  Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while performing tasks 
  Employees will have clear and well-established support sources 
Supervisor's 
Support 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 
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Figure 4. Model 3 – ORP Four factor structure model revised with 15 items 
Inspection of Figure 4, shows that the four factors that have been consistently drawn 
from the results of the EFA study and the present CFA study, are maintained in model 3 with 
some variations in the number of items. In detail, this means that the four factor ORP structure 
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is stable, but reduction of the total number of items was necessary to ensure the best possible 
model-fit. The reduction involved a decrease of the total number of items from 20 to 15.  
Model 3, as a revised version of model 1, was put to test again with Amos. As the results 
in Table 1 show, this model report good estimates in all of the model fit indices used for 
analysis: x² is not significant, showing that this model presents an adequate replication of the 
variance-covariance of the data sample. Additionally, the x² result for model 3 has the smallest 
value obtained in comparison with the other two models, this indicates the best model-fit 
between the three models. 
Secondly, the RMSEA value for model 3, showed a score below 0.05. This is also 
indicative of a good model fit, between the model proposed and the empirical data. By looking 
at the other two indices analysed, CFI and TLI, both values for model 3 are above 0.95 which 
has been suggested as the preferred cut-off to compare results against these two indices. 
Three more aspects that are reported in Table 15 are the moments and parameters. The 
moments are the variances and the co-variances, it has been noted by Holmes Finch et al. (2016) 
that when there are more moments than parameters the model is over identified, which means 
that there is more information available than needed. The fact that a model is over-identified is 
considered good, given that under-identified models will not yield good estimates and a just-
identified model will generate estimates but is not useful for model fit analysis. 
 In model 3 there are more moments than parameters, therefore confirming an over-
identified model. It is noted that this condition was true for models 1 and 2 as well, although –
as already explained in detail- the other model fit indices were not adequate.  
Finally, another indication of importance in the model fit analysis is that when the Amos 
output is obtained, if the message “minimum is achieved” is issued, it means that the estimator 
converged. In the case of a lack of convergence, that would designate that the parameter 
estimates cannot be trusted because either the model has been poorly defined, the sample size 
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might be not adequate, or the variables are highly skewed (Holmes Finch et al., 2016). Having 
obtained the previous results of the model fit indices, the 15-item version of the ORP scale is 
kept for further analysis. 
Table 18 shows the correlations between the four factors that shape the structure of the 
ORP scale. The results indicate significant moderate to strong correlations between the four 
factors.  
Table 18 











1    
Career support 0.64** 1   
Learning 
options 
0.39** 0.35** 1  
Supervisor’s 
support 
0.62** 0.81** 0.43** 1 
Note. ᵃ**p < 0.01. 
 The results presented in Table 18, evidence a positive strong correlation between the 
career support and supervisor’s support factors. An analysis was carried out to control for the 
presence of multicollinearity (see Table 19). VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) was analysed. In 
general, VIF values of 10 and above are an indication of multicollinearity (Neter, Wasserman 
& Kutner, 1989). Values less than 10, are considered inconsequential collinearity (Hair et al., 
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Table 19 
Analysis of Multicollinearity between the 4 ORP Factors 
  Unstandardized coefficients Collinearity Statistics 
  B Std. Error Beta t p-value Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 0.87 0.40  2.19 0.03   
Employee's wellbeing 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.23 0.82 0.64 1.57 
Career support 0.55 0.09 0.52 5.91 0 0.56 1.80 
Learning options 0.33 0.08 0.35 3.95 0 0.55 1.81 
Note. ᵃ Dependent variable: Supervisor’s support. ᵇVIF values are in bold. 
 To further assess multicollinearity, a fourth model was put to test through AMOS (see 
Figure 5). This model includes a 3 ORP factor version. In this model, the factors career support 
and supervisor’s support are combined as one factor, since a strong correlation between the 
two of them was reported (see Table 18). Results from Model 4 were satisfactory in relation to 
model-fit indices (see Table 15), and in general presented model-fit indices very similar to 
those of model 3 (see Figure 4). It is noted that  the chi-square of model 3 was lower (x²=92.19) 
than model 4 (x²= 96.23), which in general is evident of a better model fit between the two of 
them, as lower chi square values are an indication of better model-fit. However, to further 
understand these values, a chi-square difference test that is used to compare competing models 
was conducted. The chi-square difference is computed by obtaining the difference of the  x² 
values of the two models in question and the difference of the degrees of freedom (Werner & 
Schermelleh-Engel, 2010). According to the critical values of the chi-square distribution table, 
the difference is not significant: x²diff (3)= 4.07, ns. This suggests that the two models are 
basically equivalent. 
This finding denotes the need for further research of a 3-ORP factor model. For the 
purposes of this research and after obtaining a 4-factor solution from the EFA analysis, the 
studies presented in the following chapters use a 4-factor solution for the ORP model. 
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Figure 5. Model 4 – ORP 3-factor structure model revised with 15 items 
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In summary, it can be concluded that hypothesis 1 is supported, as the four-factor 
structure of the ORP scale is present across both EFA and CFA samples (although only after 
some adjustment to the factor items). Secondly, the results also indicate that hypothesis 2 is 
supported as the four-factor structure for the ORP scale provides a better structure than a 
unidimensional model. However, model 4 (i.e. a 3-ORP factor solution) also evidenced good 
model-fit indices. Hypothesis 3 was not fully supported; factor loadings were distributed in 
four factors but some of those items were removed in model 3. Finally, hypothesis 4 is sustained 
as the four factors show moderate to strong significant inter-correlations. 
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3.7 Discussion 
This chapter reports the findings of Study 2. This study had as a principal aim to confirm 
the four-factor structure for the ORP scale identified during the EFA study.  
Four hypotheses were established to be tested by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 
which is a test used in later stages of scale validation, when theoretical and empirical 
information support the stability of a model. In the case of this research both theoretical (see 
Chapter 1) and empirical grounds (see Chapter 2) support the existence of a four-factor 
structure for the ORP scale model. CFA was selected as the methodology to analyse the data 
of Study 2, given the fact that both EFA and CFA are based on the common factor model. 
Three of the four hypotheses set for this study were supported. The first hypothesis 
predicted that the four-factor model identified during the EFA would be confirmed during the 
CFA analysis. This hypothesis was confirmed after some item adjustment, and the results 
across the EFA study and CFA study have shown that the four-factor structure is the one that 
fits the ORP scale the best according to both theoretical and empirical grounds. However, a 
revision of a fourth model, which combined career support and supervisor’s support factors, 
and presented a 3 ORP-factor solution was found to have good model-fit indices very close to 
the ones found in model 3. The chi-square difference test between model 3 and model 4 showed 
no significant results, indicating that both models are basically equivalent. 
For model 3, it is important to note that while performing analysis of the four factor 
model identified during the EFA study (see Figure 2), model fit indices did not initially support 
hypothesis, and accordingly a revision of the items for each factor was undertaken. Revision 
of the items content is necessary as a continuous process, because the principal aim of this 
research is to develop and validate a scale of a new construct: Organizational Reality 
Perception (ORP). This means that at any stage of the validation process, revisions need to be 
put in action to reach the most adequate version of the scale. The revision of model 1 reduced 
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the 20-item ORP scale to a 15-item ORP scale (see Figure 4), but in both cases the four-factor 
structure was maintained.  
The second hypothesis assumed that the four-factor model would prove to have a better 
goodness-of-fit than a one-dimensional model (see Figure 3). This hypothesis was confirmed. 
By looking at the differences in the model fit indices, these showed a significant difference 
between model 2 and model 3 in their efficiency at replicating the variance-covariance of the 
data matrix.  
The third hypothesis anticipated that the factor loadings would show significant and 
stable scores consistent with the results obtained during the EFA. This assumption was not 
supported. The final and fourth hypothesis stated that there would be moderate to strong 
correlations between the four factors representative of the ORP construct. This supposition was 
supported by the correlation analysis. Based on the results obtained from this study, it can be 
concluded from the empirical evidence obtained, that the four factor ORP scale’s structure  
provides an adequate dimensionality for the ORP construct. However, this structure needs to 
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Chapter 4 
4. Study 3 – The Organizational Reality Perception Scale’s Reliability 
4.1 Overview 
This chapter reports the test-retest study that examined the reliability of the 
organizational reality perception (ORP) scale. The reliability of a psychological measure 
entails that the instrument functions in a constant manner (De Vellis, 2017). For practical 
purposes, this means that the score produced from an instrument should not change, except in 
the presence of concrete changes in the variable the instrument is intending to measure, and 
that the reason for observing a change in the instrument’s score can be credited to the change 
in the variable (De Vellis, 2017).  
De Vellis (2017) completes the explanation of what the assessment of reliability intends 
to accomplish, by stating that the main goal is to establish the proportion of variance that can 
be attributable to the true score of the latent variable. De Vellis (2017) adds that there are 
several methods for computing reliability: coefficient alpha (α), the covariance matrix, 
coefficient omega (ω), split-half reliability, inter-rater agreement, and temporal stability.   
Reliability in general terms is about how an observed score converges with a true score 
(Schwab, 1999), and also how that convergence may depend on many types and sources of 
error, which can be both random and systematic (Sturman, Cheramie & Cashien 2005).   
Schmidt and Hunter (2015) noted that different estimates of reliability evidence different types 
of measurement errors.  
 Several different types of error have been identified: random response error, specific 
factor measurement error, and transient measurement error (Sturman et al., 2005). From those, 
Schmidt and Hunter (2015) noted that random error is the most problematic, as almost all 
human behaviours have substantial random elements. Specific factor measurement error is 
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about how a response is affected by an unusual aspect about the situation measured (Schmidt 
& Hunter, 2015). Transient error of measurement involves the degree that a scale is affected 
by variables that change randomly over time (i.e. moods, feelings, and mental states) (Green, 
2003; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015; Weng, 2004).  
  The fact that different estimates of reliability address different sources of measurement 
error, also implies that the same estimates may vary considerably (Schwab, 2005). For 
example, the coefficient alpha is an indicator of internal consistency (i.e. the interrelatedness 
of the items) (Schmidt & Hunter; 2015; Sekaran & Bougie, 2016; Sturman et al., 2005), and 
therefore, item specific-errors can account for the coefficient alpha (Sturman et al., 2005). The 
coefficient alpha of the ORP scale was first assessed when conducting the EFA analysis, and 
it was found that all four factors had coefficient alphas above 0.7.  
Becker (2000), Green (2003), and Weng (2004) highlight how the alpha coefficient has 
been more empirically acknowledged, than test-retest for reliability analysis. For example, 
Hogan, Benjamin & Brezinski (2000), reported that in over two thirds of the measures they 
reviewed, the coefficient alpha was the favoured choice to examine reliability; and from all the 
measures reviewed, less than 20% included a test-retest reliability assessment. Green (2003) 
and Weng (2004) ponder the reasons behind this and suggest that the main factor is that test-
retest calculations require repeated administration of the same measure on the same individuals, 
while the coefficient alpha can be obtained with just one administration of the measure.  
One of the aspects discussed when analysing the use of coefficient alpha, and noted by 
different authors (e.g., Becker, 2000; Green, 2003; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015), is that the 
estimate of reliability can be affected by transient error, producing correlated errors and inflated 
alphas. In order to account for that, other forms for assessing reliability are proposed: split-half 
reliability and test-retest reliability (Green, 2003). 
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In this study, the reliability of the scale was examined by using the test-retest method 
that allows the analysis of the temporal stability of a scale, and that accounts for transient error. 
This is possible, as long as the interval between both applications is large enough to control for 
the repetition of the aspects associated to that type of error (Green, 2003). The reliability of a 
measure based on temporal stability testing, is defined by “how constant scores remain from 
one occasion to another” (De Vellis, 2017, p.67). The justification for using this type of 
reliability testing, is based on the assumption that if a measure is representative of a construct, 
then, it should evaluate that construct equivalently in different times (De Vellis, 2017). 
 In view of what the assessment of reliability based on temporal stability entails, it is 
important to note that in principle, the ORP scale is a construct that is expected to be modified 
subject to life and work transitions. This means that changes in work status (e.g., new job, job 
promotion) and life conditions (e.g., civil status, relocation, undertaking of further academic 
training) may have an impact on work related expectations. These modifications are likely to 
happen because those events are sources of socialization into work (Levine & Hoffner, 2006), 
and ORP is defined as the group of ideas, beliefs and expectations individuals have built and 
hold in advance of organizational entry. However, the assessment of the temporal stability of 
the ORP scale can also help further understand the impact of anticipatory sources of work 
socialization (i.e. final stages of tertiary education) on work expectations. 
The test-retest study described in this chapter, is testing the degree of invariability of 
the ORP scores in university students, during a time frame in which this condition should 
remain the same. This means that the participants will keep being final-year university students 
between both applications of the ORP. In terms of possible fluctuations in the individuals’ 
lives, this study worked on a time frame in which major changes in academic (i.e. graduation) 
and professional (i.e. starting a full time job) aspects were not likely to happen between the two 
test applications. However, Raykov and Marcoulides (2011) state that there are different 
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critical factors that can contribute to the magnitude of the coefficient of stability. Crocker and 
Algina (1986) explain that “errors in administration, scoring, guessing, mismarking by 
examinees, and other temporary fluctuations in behaviour may have an impact on observed 
scores” (p.133).  
According to Raykov and Marcoulides (2011) among the most influential factors for 
the magnitude of the coefficient of stability are: the nature of the underlying construct that is 
tested, the length of time between the two assessments, and the subject’s age. In reference to 
the first aspect, as mentioned before, the ORP construct is influenced by anticipatory sources 
of work socialization, and these are likely to be present to some degree in the period between 
the two ORP applications. For example, participation in university assignments related to 
organizations or engaging in active research of the job market as their time at university will 
soon come to an end as final year students, are possible events  present in the participants’ lives 
between the two ORP applications. 
Regarding the time interval between the two applications, there are no specific 
guidelines as reported by different authors (e.g., De Vellis, 2017; Holmes Finch et al., 2016; 
McGrath, 2005). However, Raykov and Marcoulides (2011) note that in general, the interval 
chosen needs to be long enough to reduce as much as possible memory, practice or learning 
effects; but not that protracted that maturational developments or historical events can affect 
the subject’s true scores. McGrath (2011) adds in this respect, that perhaps the best answer to 
solving the dilemma of the right interval between the test and retest applications, is to wait for 
as long as the attribute measured can be expected to remain constant. 
Considering those suggestions, data was collected using a time frame that ensured 
participants kept being university students in a 300-level class in a New Zealand context, in 
which major maturational events like graduation or starting a professional job are unlikely to 
happen. This was controlled by making both the test and the retest in the second semester of 
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2017, between the 3rd and 4th term according to the New Zealand academic semester, using an 
interval of 7 weeks between both applications.  
The assessment of reliability in a test-retest analysis is generally calculated by obtaining 
Pearson product-moment correlations (r). De Vellis (2017) explains that the logic behind this 
type of analysis is equivalent to two items administered at the same time. In that situation, the 
correlation between the items reveals the outcome of the two pathways extending from the 
latent variable to the items. In the case of test-retest reliability, the logic is the same, except 
that now the indicators used are the instrument administered at Time 1 and then again at Time 
2. Once the correlation is obtained, the squared correlation is estimated, and this provides the 
proportion of shared variance from both administrations (De Vellis, 2017). 
Correlation coefficients are therefore, employed as reliability coefficients. Kline (2000) 
outlines that as the correlation of two applications is one of the forms used as indicative of 
reliability, the closer to 1 (i.e. perfect correlation) the better the result.  Correlation coefficients, 
according to Cohen’s guidelines of interpretation (1988) range from 0.10 (small), to 0.30 
(medium), and 0.50 (large).  
Kline (2000) is one of the authors who have stated specific values for adequate 
correlation coefficients when test-retest is employed to assess the reliability of a measure, 
according to him a value of 0.80 is a minimum figure. Other authors (i.e. McGrath, 2011; 
Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011) in this regard, consider that the key aspect to be evaluated when 
it comes to interpretation of test-retest studies, is the type of construct assessed. For example, 
Tyrer (1988) reported that analysis of temporal stability of the Standardized Assessment of 
Personality (SAP) showed modest/poor reliability with values ranging from 0.40 to 0.43.  
 In previous research related to tests assessing intelligence or aptitudes, there has been 
a regular use of test-retest analysis to assess the reliability of these type of scales. For example, 
the differential aptitude test (DAT) (Bennet, Seashore & Wesman, 1962), reported to have high 
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internal consistency reliability with reliabilities beyond 0.8. A similar case was reported for the 
general aptitude test battery (GATB) (USA government printing office, 1970) that reported 
that the test-retest reliabilities obtained from different intervals were all high, above 0.80. In 
other cases, like the culture-fair tests (Cattell & Cattell, 1959), that intends to measure fluid 
ability, it was found that test-retest reliabilities were considered high with values above 0.70.  
Other authors like McGrath (2011), outline that there are constructs meant to fluctuate 
over time, like motivation or state variables (i.e. moods). Furr and Bacharach (2008) support 
this view, according to them trait-like characteristics are more constant than state-like 
characteristics. Anastasi and Urbina (1997) expand on this matter by stating that: “only tests 
that are not appreciably affected by repetition lend themselves to the retest technique” (p.93). 
These authors go on further in this matter, describing that for the majority of psychological 
tests, performing a retest with the identical test is not a suitable technique to obtain a reliability 
coefficient (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). 
In organizational psychology research, the use of test-retest has also been evident in 
empirical research. However, in line with the report made by Hogan et al. (2000), the use of 
alpha coefficient in organizational psychology research is favoured over test-retest coefficients. 
For example, Fields (2002) in his guide to validated scales for organizational research and 
diagnosis included 136 scales, and from those only 6 reported test-retest reliability coefficients.  
In terms of how correlation coefficients have been interpreted in organizational research 
to assess reliability, Jackson, Wall, Martin and Davids (1993) carried out a test-retest study 
with a 1-year interval, to assess the reliability of new measures for job control, cognitive 
demand, and production responsibility. Jackson et al. (1993), described that the subscales 
measuring timing and method control had test-retest correlations of r=0.50 and r=0.57 
respectively, for monitoring demand r=0.51, problem-solving demand r=0.43, and production 
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responsibility r=0.42. Jackson et al. (1993) considered these values as relatively high given the 
prolonged period of time between two applications.  
  Breaugh and Colihan (1994), reported test-retest reliabilities in the development of a 
job role ambiguity scale, with a shorter time interval of 2 weeks. The test-retest reliabilities for 
this scale were: r=0.65 for work method ambiguity, r=0.73 for scheduling ambiguity, and 
r=0.80 for performance criteria; the authors considered that these test-retest coefficients were 
indicative of reasonably stable reliability estimates (Breaugh & Colihan, 1994).  
Brady and Wheeler (1996) also used an interval of two weeks to assess the reliability 
of their scale for measuring Ethical Viewpoints (MEV) aimed to assess if the employee’s focus 
when making ethical judgement, is either utilitarian or formal. The timeframe of two weeks 
was chosen as it was deemed it to be sufficiently long for the students not to remember their 
responses from the first application, but not so distant that the attitudes related to the issue 
under study would have dramatically changed (Brady & Wheeler, 1996). The test-retest 
reliability for the utilitarian trait scale was r=0.73 and for the formalist trait scale was r=0.74, 
these values were interpreted to be reliabilities at a moderate level, and also as a good outcome, 
considering the highly subjective nature of the task (Brady & Wheeler, 1996). 
Those studies related to the development of scales in organizational psychology, 
exemplify that the selection of time intervals to use test-retest is varied and dependant to the 
construct itself. This suggests as well, that the interpretation of the correlation coefficients 
obtained are also dependant of the construct. Hemphill (2003) has discussed the issue of 
interpretation of correlation coefficients for the American Psychological Association, noting 
that there is a notably absence of empirical guidelines for interpreting the magnitude of 
correlation coefficients and its uses. Hemphill (2003) concluded that practicing psychologists 
would indicate that a large correlation coefficient would equal or exceed r=.60.    
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  Another way to assess reliability is by calculating the standard error of measurement 
(SEm), also known as the standard error of a score (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). The SEm 
estimate makes it possible to identify the extent to which a test generates inaccurate readings 
(Kaplan & Sacuzzo, 2017). Guidelines of the interpretation for SEm indicate, that the larger 
the value, the less is the accuracy of the scale in terms of how the construct is measured 
(McGrath, 2011). In other words, the larger the SEm, the more variability of the aspect 
measured can be anticipated from one application to the next one, making the measure less 
reliable (McGrath, 2011). The standard error of measurement is calculated using the standard 
deviation and the test-retest reliability coefficient: SEm= S√1-r (Kaplan & Sacuzzo, 2017; 
Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Nunnally, 1978). Thus, by undertaking a test-retest study it was also 
possible to calculate a SEm value for the ORP. 
According to the generalities discussed above for testing temporal stability of a 
measure, the aim of Study 3 was to assess the magnitude of the coefficient of reliability of the 
4 ORP scale factors, based on temporal stability.  
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4.2 Method 
4.2.1 Participants 
The study was conducted in the second semester of 2017. The individuals who 
participated in this study were final-year students of undergraduate tertiary education. This 
group of participants were also part of the study of the ORP construct progression between 
different university levels that is reported in Study 5 (see Chapter 6). There were 50 cases that 
completed both administrations of the ORP scale: 28% were males and 72% were females, and 
on average they were 22.4 years old. Participants reported to have had on average 4.3 jobs until 
that point in time, 8% of the participants reported that those jobs required to have a university 
degree. It was decided to remove those participants from further analysis, in order to undertake 
the analysis with a sample without previous professional experience, as this is the target 
population for ORP scale use. Therefore, the analysis of the test-retest was carried out with 46 
cases.  
Participants were majoring in the following subjects: Law, psychology, economics and 
education. 
4.2.2 Sampling 
 The sampling was conducted following two sampling methods: referral sampling and 
snowball sampling (Hibberts, et al., 2012). This study also involved purposive sampling, this 
means that it is necessary to obtain information from specific target groups, as they match 
certain criteria set by the researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The researcher obtained 
approval from course coordinators to apply the questionnaire during lecture or lab time during 
the second semester of 2017. 
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4.3.3 Materials 
Participants completed a paper-based version of the 15-item version of the ORP scale 
(see Appendix 12). It was decided to use paper-based version of the questionnaire as this 
facilitated the data collection during the lab time conditions. The 15 items were answered on a 
7-point Likert response scale from very unrealistic=1 to very unrealistic=7, and an additional 
option of ‘not sure’= 8. In order to match the participants’ responses across the two testing 
times, they were asked to provide a tracking code made up of the two final letters of their first 
name and the two final numbers of their mobile phone. 
  Demographic questions were also asked: age, gender, current major, number of jobs 
held until that point in time, and how many of those jobs required to have a university degree.  
4.3.4 Procedure 
 The researcher approached participants at the beginning of lab sessions of 300-level 
university courses, during this time data was also collected for Study 5 (see Chapter 6) that was 
aimed to examine differences in ORP scores in students at 100, 200 and 300 level of university 
study.  
General instructions were given to the participants before application. It was described 
to the students that the study had the purpose to identify work related expectations of 
individuals in the final stage of undergrad university preparation. It was explained that they 
needed to rate as realistic or unrealistic a series of statements, taking place in a hypothetical 
organizational environment in which they would be working in the future after university 
graduation. It was mentioned as well, that participation was voluntary and that the completion 
of the questionnaire would take approximately 10 minutes. 
Then, it was noted to participants that a second application of the same scale would take 
place in 7 weeks from that point in time, and for those interested to participate again they should 
enter a code (made up of the two final letters of their first name and the two final numbers of 
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their mobile phone) that would allow the researcher to match the answers from both 
applications. Between time 1 and time 2 applications, 52.6% of the participants dropped out 
from the second application. 
 Data collection for test 1  started during the second week of August 2017 (from August 
7th to August 9th), at the start of lab sessions of 300-level classes. Test 2 was conducted after 7 
weeks, during the third week of September 2017 (i.e. from September 18 to September 20).  
During the retest, participants were told that they were about to complete the exact same 
measure that they had completed 7 weeks ago, and that they should follow the same 
instructions. 
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4. 3 Results 
All statistical procedures for this study were carried out using SPSS.  
In order to analyse the reliability of the ORP scale, a correlational analysis was 
performed. Before conducting the analysis, answers with ‘8’ ratings that corresponded to the 
‘not sure’ choice were converted to missing values. The decision for doing so, is because the 
inclusion of these in the factor score means would skew the results. Table 20 shows the 
frequencies of the ‘not sure’ responses (corresponding to number 8 in the response format), 
from both test and retest applications.  
The item with the majority of ‘not sure’ responses was ‘There will be informal 
communication channels available to employees to transmit any kind of information’. Items 
‘There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely’ and ‘Your supervisors 
will respect the boundaries between your job and your personal life’ followed with 4 responses 
each.  
Table 21 shows the descriptive information (Means and Standard deviations) from the 
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Table 20 
Frequencies of ‘Not Sure’ Responses for Each ORP Item in Test and Retest Applications 
  
‘Not sure" response 
frequencies 
Items Test Retest 
The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for 
you to perform tasks 
0 0 
Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while 
performing tasks 
1 0 
There will be informal communication channels available for 
employees to transmit any kind of information 
8 1 
The quality of work of organization will improve your personal 
knowledge 
1 0 
Employees will have clear and well established support sources 1 0 
The organization will understand if employees' job quality 
decreases because of personal problems 
1 0 
Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when 
assigning job tasks 
0 0 
The organization will help you to get balance between your job and 
your personal life 
1 0 
There will be an environment where employees can share ideas 
freely 
4 1 
The organization will provide you with plenty of opportunities to 
fulfil your career aspirations 
0 0 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 1 0 
You will find support for your career progress 1 0 
Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's performance 3 3 
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your job and 
your personal life 
4 1 
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical 
exhaustion among employees 
2 1 
Note. ᵃ ‘Not sure’ responses correspond to choice number 8 in the scale answer format. 
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Table 21 
Means and Standard Deviations from Test Retest Applications 
Factor 
 Items  
Test Retest 
Mean SD n Mean SD n 
  
The organization will understand if employees' job 
quality decreases because of personal problems 
4.02 1.44 45 3.93 1.14 46 
  
Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life 
when assigning job tasks 
3.02 1.47 46 3.15 1.32 46 
Employee’s 
Wellbeing 
The organization will help you to get balance between 
your job and your personal life 
3.51 1.36 45 3.35 1.30 46 
  
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between 
your job and your personal life 
4.57 1.43 42 4.13 1.65 45 
  
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of 
physical exhaustion among employees 
4.07 1.37 44 3.93 1.50  45  
  
The organization will provide you with plenty of 
opportunities to fulfil your career aspirations 
4.80 1.13 46 4.54 1.47 46 
Career 
Support 
The quality of work of organization will improve your 
personal knowledge 
5.69 1.31 45 5.37 1.36 46 
  You will find support for your career progress 4.91 1.08 45 4.41 1.24 46 
  
The amount of information given by supervisors will be 
enough for you to perform tasks 
5.07 1.34 46 5.46 0.86 46 
 
There will be informal communication channels 
available for employees to transmit any kind of 
information 
5.13 1.36 38 4.84 1.43 45 
 Learning 
Options 
There will be an environment where employees can 
share ideas freely 
4.86 1.12 42 4.53 1.27 45 
  
Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage 
while performing tasks 
4.71 1.16 45 4.57 1.42 46 
  
Employees will have clear and well established support 
sources 
4.89 1.11 45 4.70 1.24 46 
Supervisor's 
Support 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 4.87 1.20 45 4.65 1.08 46 
  
Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's 
performance 
5.23 1.04 43 5.12 0.98 43 
 
Inspection of Table 22 shows that all 4 ORP factors had significant positive moderate 
correlations between the test (time 1) and retest (time 2) applications. However, the magnitude 
of the correlations shows very modest/ poor correlation coefficients for ORP factors 2, 3 and 
4, with shared variance from both test applications of 24%, 32% and 17% respectively. 
Regarding ORP factor 1 the correlation was above 0.6, with a shared variance 44%. 
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Table 22 

























   0.40** 
Note. ᵃ**p < 0.01. *p < 0.05 
 
Table 23 shows the alpha coefficients for each ORP factor for each application. It is 
evident that all alpha coefficients increased from application 1 to application 2, and all of them 
were above 0.7 in both applications, with the exception of ‘learning options’ from the first 
administration. The standard error of measurement is also reported for each factor for 
applications, SEm values are higher in the retest, and in overall (test and retest) they ranged 
from 0.53 to 0.86.  
Table 23 
Comparison of the Cronbach’s Alphas, Standard Deviations and Standard Error of 
Measurement between Test and Retest Applications. 
  TEST RETEST 
ORP Factors α  SD SEm α  SD SEm 
Employee’s wellbeing 0.74 0.98 0.56 0.81 1.06 0.60 
Career support 0.73 0.85 0.63 0.84 0.97 0.72 
Learning options 0.41 0.82 0.53 0.76 0.99 0.64 
Supervisor’s support 0.80 0.99 0.76 0.76 1.12 0.86 
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4.4 Discussion 
This chapter reported the study aimed to assess the temporal stability of the ORP scale 
by conducting a test-retest analysis. Test-retest is a procedure that allows for the assessment of 
the temporal stability of a measure; it requires two administrations, and its main purpose is to 
identify how consistently examinees answer the same measure at different times (Crocker & 
Algina, 1986).  
The analysis of this study was conducted with a sample 46 participants, sampled from 
300-level university students in a New Zealand context. Correlation coefficients were used to 
calculate reliability coefficients for temporal stability of the scale. Previous research and theory 
show that specific guidelines of the magnitude of adequate correlation values are not strongly 
defined. In general, Hemphil (2003) explained that values need to be equal to or exceed r=0.60 
to be considered large correlations. Some authors (e.g., Klein, 2000) have set defined cut-offs 
for test-retest analysis around 0.80, while others (e.g., McGrath, 2011; Raykov & Marcoulides, 
2011) have stated that the interpretation of correlation coefficients is highly dependent of the 
construct measured. McGrath (2011), for example, explained that trait-like characteristics are 
more stable than state-like characteristics. In this sense, some constructs are anticipated to 
fluctuate over time (e,g. moods, feelings) and because of this, assessment of their reliability 
through temporal stability might not be suitable (McGrath, 2011).  
According to these guidelines, ORP factors 2, 3 and 4 showed modest/poor reliability 
coefficients. In contrast, ORP factor 1 produced a reliability correlation above 0.6. Poor 
reliability results based on constancy between two points in time, are indicative of several 
aspects. First, as noted by Kaplan and Sacuzzo (2017), it means that the characteristic under 
study has changed. The ORP scale is not measuring a trait and is not measuring a state either. 
ORP is defined as the group of ideas, beliefs and expectations that an individual hold at the 
initial stage of employment or in advance to organizational entry. Considering this, ORP is 
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measuring expectations that are fed by socialization processes and therefore those expectations 
can be changed by them. 
 In order to account for major socialization and historical events happening between the 
two applications, the study took place between the third and fourth term of the second academic 
semester of 2017. The selection of this time was made on the basis that participants would keep 
being university students in the interval between both administrations. However, during this 
period, the engagement of the participants in work related activities (e.g., university 
assignments or job search) might have had taken place, as the sample studied was on the final 
stages of undergrad study. Having this in mind, other time frames to assess temporal stability 
of the ORP scale could be tested. These might provide more insight about how sensitive the 
scale is to students in the latest stages of undergraduate education, compared to students in 
middle points of their academic preparation (e.g., during 200 university level or students just 
starting their 300-level year).  
 In terms of the ORP factors’ specific content, is noted that although the 4 factors did 
not present strong correlations, ORP factor 1 –employee’s wellbeing- had the highest 
correlation, surpassing the 0.6 value. This result is indicative that the content associated to this 
factor is more stable in presence of acting socialization sources (e.g. final months of university 
study, job search) than the other three factors. This result may suggest that wellbeing is a more 
established dimension in the individual’s mind. This may be indicating that the employee’s 
wellbeing factor is the most defined dimension from the ORP scale when professional 
experience is null or limited, but further research in this regard needs to be carried out. 
 General limitations of this study include that the paper-based application was not 
presented in different versions to participants, and this prevented the displaying of the ORP 
items in a counterbalanced/randomized order. Also, data collection took place at the beginning 
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of lab sessions in university classrooms, although it was anticipated that during this time 
participants would be more attentive to the task. However, lab-related duties may have had an 
impact on the participants’ attention when instructions were delivered. A more controlled 
setting in which participants’ solely purpose is to complete the test is advised in further research 
of the ORP temporal stability. 
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Chapter 5 
5. Study 4 – Organizational Reality Perception: Construct Progression in Different 
University Levels 
5.1 Overview 
 This chapter reports Study 4, in which the organizational reality perceptions (ORP) of 
individuals undergoing different levels of academic preparation (i.e., 100-level university 
students, 200-level university students, and 300-level university students) was analysed. The 
aim of this study was to research how the ORP construct behaves in students undergoing 
different academic tertiary levels of education, specifically by looking if their scores show 
significant differences (i.e. lower ORP scores as university preparation progresses) between 
them in the four ORP factors. Therefore, this study adds to the construct validity evidence of 
the ORP scale. 
The development of Study 4 was aimed at providing a better understanding of, and 
evidence of construct validity of the ORP scale. As De Vellis (2017) noted, in construct and 
scale development: “validation is a cumulative, ongoing process” (p. 239). This study 
contributes to this process by applying the ORP scale to samples with varied  academic 
exposure. In doing this, it was expected to gain insight into how sources of anticipatory work 
socialization, gained through tertiary education, play a role in determining perceptions of work 
reality. The general prediction was that ORP rating will decrease  (i.e. students in 2nd and 3rd 
year of university will tend to rate as unrealistic the statements compared to 1st year students) 
as the degree of anticipatory socialization increases.   
Sources of anticipatory socialization were first discussed in Chapter 1 (see Section 1.4), 
where it was reviewed how new employees do not come into organizations in a “blank slate” 
form (Garavan & Morley, 1997; Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975). According to this, 
anticipatory work socialization is considered a process in which individuals learn about work, 
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before the first organizational entry takes place, and it usually covers the childhood and young 
adulthood stages (Jablin & Putnam, 2000). In the anticipatory work socialization process, 
several sources have been identified: parents, educational institutions, part-time employment, 
friends, and the mass media (Levine & Hoffner, 2006). From those, parents, schools and part-
time jobs are considered the main sources of guidance about future job careers (Feij, 1998; 
Jablin & Putnam, 2000; Jodl et al. 2001; Levine & Hoffner, 2006).  
Schools allow individuals to understand different organizational roles (i.e. students, 
teachers, principal, and staff), and also require them to function in a hierarchical structure with 
individuals of their own age (Levine & Hoffner, 2006). Part-time employment has been 
considered a controversial source of work socialization (e.g., Greenberg & Steinberg, 1986; 
Levine & Hoffner, 2006; Vondracek & Porfeli, 2003), as it usually is undertaken by adolescents 
in work settings that do not enhance skills related to professional jobs (e.g. i.e., retail, clerical, 
food service, cleaning, manual labour), but nonetheless, provides the individual with 
experiencing transversal work-related aspects such as work relationships and communication.  
Accordingly, internships have been considered the closest source of work socialization 
that precedes actual professional employment. This is because they have the potential to 
provide individuals with more realistic perceptions than other classic approaches of 
anticipatory socialization, like recruitment or vocational messages (Dailey, 2016). Specifically, 
internships are considered fundamental in building expectations about organizations before 
entering them (Jablin & Putnam, 2000), and also in building expectations about vocations, roles 
and job practices (Cable, Aiman-Smith, Mulvey & Edwards, 2000; Callanan & Benzing, 2004). 
In general, the internship experience is seen as instrumental in developing more realistic work 
expectations (Barnett, 2012). 
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Taking in to consideration  previous research and theory on sources of anticipatory 
work socialization,  this study explores the tertiary education progression (i.e. University) role 
in developing realistic work expectations. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) have stated that 
“learning more about a theoretical construct is a matter of elaborating the nomological network 
in which it occurs, or of increasing the definiteness of the components” (p. 290). Cronbach and 
Meehl (1955) highlight that the nomological network is of key relevance in the construct 
validity of psychological tests and refers to the: “interlocking system of laws which constitute 
a theory” (p.290). In this sense, Chronbach and Meehl (1955) noted that in the early stages of 
a construct, that network will be limited. This study is interested in learning more about the 
ORP network by researching sources of anticipatory socialization (i.e. university studies) that 
are at the base of creating expectations in advance of organizational entry.  
This study is relevant for the empirical comprehension of the ORP construct, and is 
expected that the findings will provide material for theoretical enhancement. This part refers 
as well to construct validity, first addressed on Chapter 2, in which the main aspect to be 
considered is the theoretical association of a variable with other variables, which becomes 
empirically evident in a scale’s scoring (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; De Vellis, 2017).  
It is anticipated that the comparison of scores between different samples with different 
levels of anticipatory work socialization would provide an understanding of how the ORP 
construct behaves empirically, adding to the understanding of its theoretical postulates of 
socialization into work. The importance of empirical data contributing to theoretical 
development, can be found for example, in the study developed by Ahire, Golhar and Waller 
(1996), who deemed that quality management (QM) involved several practical strategies that 
required the proper development of QM theory, to investigate and produce better focused 
studies around the relation between such strategies. 
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A study with a similar methodological approach to this research is the one developed 
by Brown, Trevino and Harrison (2005), in which empirical undertakings add to the theoretical 
development of a construct. Brown et al. (2005) introduced the construct of ethical leadership, 
noting that there was a lack of empirical studies in this field, highlighting its importance in 
shaping ethical behaviours inside organizations. In order to see the theoretical viability and 
relevance of this construct, Brown et al. (2005) carried out 7 linked studies, in which they 
examined the correlations of ethical leadership with other aspects in a nomological network.  
Specifically, Brown et al. (2005) work is related to this PhD research, as both are 
concentrated on developing and operationalizing a construct without previous formal attempts, 
and therefore, have followed similar methodological approaches. In the 7 studies conducted by 
Brown et al. (2005), they used an interlocking approach for placing conceptual and empirical 
foundations that might advance the understanding of a new construct (i.e. ethical leadership). 
That approach involved: a) reviewing literature, b) identifying a theoretical background to 
frame the construct c) providing a definition of the construct d) building and refining an 
instrument of the construct, e) exploring the nomological network of the construct with other 
variables, and f) demonstrating the predictive ability of the instrument in outcomes in other 
related dimensions. In this research, steps for a, b, c have been described in previous chapters. 
The current chapter is focused on advancing efforts for step e. This PhD does not explore 
predictive validity, however, future research undertakings for the ORP scale aim to examine 
this.  
In the case of this study, the analysis is based on the construct definition of ORP as: the 
group of ideas, beliefs and expectations that an individual hold at the initial stage of 
employment. This definition takes consideration of the anticipatory socialization processes 
regarding the shaping of an individual’s work perception. This study focuses on tertiary 
education (i.e. university), and its potential role in socializing individuals into work, regarding 
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a discipline or profession, by looking into potential differences of ORP scores in three levels 
of university study (i.e. 100, 200 and 300 level). 
Early research regarding the role of tertiary education (i.e. Universities) into work 
socialization (e.g., Becker & Strauss, 1956; Gottlieb, 1961), highlighted how adult 
socialization was being detected in colleges and graduate schools. Gottlieb (1961) noted that 
the empirical findings suggested that students in American graduate schools, reported shifts in 
values, attitudes and behaviour patterns, and that to some extent, the reason for these 
modifications were attributable to their education. The change in values was indicative of 
anticipatory socialization: “a process by which the individual adopts the values of a group to 
which he aspires but does not yet belong” (Gottlieb, 1961, p. 236). The role of universities in 
socializing individuals was also explored by Shim, Barber, Card, Xiao and Serido (2009), who 
conducted a study about financial socialization in college students. This study showed how the 
college lifestyle made individuals aware of financial responsibilities, as most of them are away 
from home and they have to learn how to manage budgets and payment of bills. 
Feij (1998) whose research has focused on newcomers’ expectations and young 
professionals, wrote in detail regarding the work socialization of young people. Feij (1998) 
viewed this socialization as the process that allows young people to develop/gain skills, 
attitudes, values, and behaviours to integrate and operate effectively in an organization. He 
noted that work socialization can comprise a lifetime, but that the phase in which young people 
leave school and enter the workforce is one of the most notable transitions in someone’s life 
(Feij, 1998). This resonates with one of the practical implications of the ORP scale, which is 
contributing to facilitate that moment of transition, specifically, from university to professional 
work by identifying work expectations in advance of work socialization processes. 
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In summary, this study aimed to research the empirical characteristics of the ORP 
construct and add to its construct validation, by comparing scores of different samples with 
different levels of anticipatory work socialization.  
Hypothesis 1: There will be significant differences in ORP scale scores between 
university students from 100-level, 200-level and 300-level. 
Hypothesis 2:  Post hoc tests will find that the differences between the university 
student groups, will show that first year students will have larger ORP scale scores than second- 
and third-year students, as academic progression (being an anticipatory source of socialization) 
is expected to have an impact on the ORP factors’ scores (i.e. grounding work expectations). 
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5.2 Methodology 
5.2.1 Design 
The study employed a cross-sectional design, as the data was gathered just once, over 
a period of weeks to months to answer the research question (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).  
5.2.2 Sampling 
 The sampling methods used were: referral sampling and snowball sampling (Hibberts, 
et al., 2012). 
Data collection for Study 4 started by contacting lecturers/professors from the 
University of Canterbury coordinating classes given to students from 100 (first year), 200 
(second year) and 300 (third year) level. They were approached at the beginning of the second 
semester, during the final week of July and first week of August 2017. The professors contacted 
were mainly from accounting, finance and psychology. 
All professors were contacted by email (see Appendix 13), a brief summary was 
provided to them regarding the purpose and current state of the research, and the importance 
of their assistance in the research was highlighted. Their help was requested for data collection 
by specifically allowing the researcher to collect data during their lecture time. Regarding this, 
it was explained how the completion of the questionnaire by the students would not take longer 
than 10 minutes. For this study 15 professors were contacted, from which 4 agreed to help. 
Data was collected in 2017, during the first term (August) of the second semester at the 
University of Canterbury. Data collection happened throughout both lecture times and also 
tutorials time, as some Professors deemed it more convenient to allow the researcher to make 
the applications during tutorial time. 
5.2.3 Participants 
 The analysis of this study examines 3 groups of participants. Data was collected in the 
second semester of 2017: 
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Group 1 (100-level group): The individuals recruited were undergoing university 
degree studies in New Zealand and were specifically in their first year of university (i.e.100-
level), this was established by asking the participants to indicate their current university year 
before completing the ORP scale. All participation was voluntary, and all information from the 
study was of a confidential nature. Participants came from the University of Canterbury 
studying the following subjects: accounting, economics, finance, and law. There were 65 valid 
cases, 34 males (52.3%) and 31 females (47.7%). The mean age of participants was 20 years, 
and on average they had had 3 jobs until that point in their life. From this sample, 5% of 
participants reported to have had jobs that required the completion of a university degree, these 
individuals were removed from further analysis. Data analysis was conducted with 62 
participants. 
Group 2 (200-level group): The individuals recruited were undergoing university 
degree studies in New Zealand and were specifically in their second year of university (i.e. 
200-level), this was established by asking the participants to indicate their current university 
year before completing the ORP scale. All participation was voluntary and all information from 
the study was of a confidential nature. Participants came from the University of Canterbury 
studying the following subjects: accounting, finance, economics, law psychology, education 
linguistics and biological sciences. There were 52 valid cases, 18 males (34.6%) and 34 females 
(65.4%). The mean age of participants was 22 years and on average they had had 4 jobs until 
that point in their life. From this sample, 6% of participants reported to have had jobs that 
required the completion of a university degree, these individuals were removed from further 
analysis. Data analysis was conducted with 49 participants. 
Group 3 (300-level group): The individuals recruited were undergoing university 
degree studies in New Zealand and were specifically in their third year of university (300-
level), this was established by asking the participants to indicate their current university year 
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before completing the ORP scale. All participation was voluntary and all information from the 
study was of a confidential nature. Participants came from the University of Canterbury 
studying the following subjects: accounting, economics, psychology, law, education, and 
linguistics. There were 95 valid cases, 32 males (33.7%) and 63 females (66.3%). The mean 
age of the participants was 23 years and on average they had had 4 jobs until that point in life. 
From this sample, 9.5% of participants reported to have had jobs that required the completion 
of a university degree, these individuals were removed from further analysis. Data analysis was 
conducted with 86 participants.  
5.2.4 Materials 
Data was collected using a paper-based questionnaire containing the 15 items of the 
ORP scale (see Appendix 14), the scale response format ranged from 1=very unrealistic to 
7=very realistic, with an 8 option of ‘not sure’. Before responding to the 15 items, participants 
were asked a series of demographic questions: gender, age and university major. Following 
these fields, they were asked to indicate their university year, the number of jobs held in their 
life, and if so the number of those jobs that required a university degree.  
5.2.5 Procedure 
 Data was collected at the beginning of lectures and labs inside the facilities of the 
University of Canterbury, where course-coordinators allowed the researcher to gather data. The 
researcher explained the aim of the research to the students, and that they were the target 
population of the study, because of this they were invited to participate. It was noted clearly 
that participation in the study was voluntary and that data was treated confidentially. 
 The researcher described to the students that their involvement in the study required the 
completion of a questionnaire that would take approximately 10 minutes. It was noted, that in 
the questionnaire they were going to be asked to rate as realistic or unrealistic different 
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statements about a hypothetical future organization in which they would work after graduation. 
Subsequently, the researcher distributed the paper-based questionnaires to the students who 
agreed to take part in the study.  
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5.3 Results 
 All statistical procedures for this study were carried out using SPSS. 
The data analysis was performed with a sample of 197 valid cases comprising the 3 
groups: 100-level, 200-level and 300-level university students according to the traditional 
undergrad level study in New Zealand. Tables 21 reports the frequencies of 8 rating responses 
(i.e. ‘Not sure’ option) for each group. The ‘8’ responses were treated as missing values. Table 
24 also shows the descriptive statistics (i.e. mean and SD) for each group, calculated after the 
missing values are removed. It should be noted that in the 300-level sample, there was a case 
with all answers allocated the ‘8’ response option, and this participant was removed from 
further analysis. According to this, the data analysis for the 300-level sample was performed 
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Table 24 










































The amount of information given by supervisors will be 
enough for you to perform tasks 
2 5.70 1.14 0 5.12 1.32 0 5.35 1.20 
Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while 
performing tasks 
0 5.26 1.28 0 4.94 1.31 2 4.83 1.16 
There will be informal communication channels available 
for employees to transmit any kind of information 
3 5.25 1.14 1 5.00 1.24 12 5.08 1.29 
The quality of work of organization will improve your 
personal knowledge 
2 5.97 1.07 2 5.68 1.35 3 5.78 1.17 
Employees will have clear and well established support 
sources 
3 5.36 1.08 0 5.06 1.46 2 5.07 1.20 
The organization will understand if employees' job quality 
decreases because of personal problems 
4 4.28 1.48 2 4.43 1.75 3 4.13 1.39 
Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life 
when assigning job tasks 
2 3.35 1.48 0 3.37 1.73 1 3.12 1.40 
The organization will help you to get balance between 
your job and your personal life 
1 3.77 1.70 1 3.54 1.69 1 3.61 1.36 
There will be an environment where employees can share 
ideas freely 
1 5.08 1.14 2 4.89 1.37 5 4.86 1.18 
The organization will provide you with plenty of 
opportunities to fulfil your career aspirations 
2 5.13 1.08 1 4.83 1.43 1 4.79 1.10 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 0 5.44 0.97 1 4.81 1.54 1 4.88 1.14 
You will find support for your career progress 1 5.21 1.31 1 5.00 1.47 1 4.93 1.06 
Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's 
performance 
3 5.19 1.14 1 5.02 1.39 5 5.16 1.10 
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your 
job and your personal life 
3 5.49 1.31 4 4.64 1.81 4 4.58 1.47 
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical 
exhaustion among employees 
4 4.83 1.44 0 4.45 1.63 2 4.18 1.43 
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Table 25 show the ORP scale factor scores for each group. The table also show the 
standard errors of measurement (SEm), those were calculated using the formula SEm = SD √1-
r (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Kaplan & Sacuzzo, 2017; Nunnally, 1978). The ‘r’ corresponds to 
the coefficients of reliability for each ORP factor, which was obtained in the test-retest study 
reported in Chapter 4.  
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Table 25 
























































































































































Note. Min= minimum, Max=maximum
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ANOVA analyses were carried out to test the two hypotheses: the first one aimed to 
test if there were significant differences in ORP scale scores between university students from 
100-level, 200-level and 300-level. The second hypothesis aimed to test if post-hoc tests would 
find that the differences between the university student groups, showed that first year students 
have larger ORP scale scores than second and third year students, as academic progression is 
expected to have an impact on the ORP factors’ scores, being an anticipatory source of 
socialization.  
The ANOVA analyses were carried for each ORP factor (see Table 26). For the factor 
Employee’s Wellbeing, there was no overall significant difference between the three levels of 
university students, F (2,195) =1.96, ns. The Post-hoc comparisons reported in Table 26, 
showed no further significant differences. For the career support factor, there was no overall 
significant difference between the three levels of university students, F (2,193) = 2.12, ns. 
However, the post-hoc comparisons (see Table 26) showed a significant difference between 
the 100-level and 300-level university students. For the learning options factor, there was no 
overall significant difference between the three levels of university students, F (2,193) = 3.03, 
ns. However, the post-hoc comparisons (see Table 26 below) showed a significant difference 
between the 100-level and 300-level university students. For the supervisor’s support factor, 
there was no overall significant difference between the three levels of university students, F 
(2,193) = 0.98, ns. No significant differences in the Post-hoc comparisons were reported (see 
Table 26).  
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Table 26 
Post-hoc comparisons of ORP Scores between 100, 200 and 300 Level University Students. 
         Fisher LSD Test 
 Group N Mean  SD 100-level 200-level 300-level 
Employee's 
wellbeing 
100-level 62 4.14 1.03 - 0.04 0.32 
200-level 49 4.10 1.36  - 0.28 
300-level 85 3.82 0.97   - 
Career support 
100-level 62 5.18 0.91 - 0.22 0.34* 
200-level 49 4.96 0.97  - 0.13 
300-level 85 4.84 0.89   - 
Learning options 
100-level 62 5.17 0.85 - 0.15 0.41* 
200-level 49 5.02 0.96  - 0.26 
300-level 85 4.76 1.15   - 
Supervisor's support 
100-level 62 5.29 0.91 - 0.10 0.23 
200-level 49 5.19 1.13  - 0.13 
300-level 85 5.06 0.97   - 
Note. *shows the mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Figure 6 shows the comparison of means between the 3-levels of university students 
across ORP factors. Although the differences were not significant in the employee’s wellbeing 
factor between the 3 levels of university students, the scores are in the direction anticipated in 
the second hypothesis. That is, that 100-level university students report larger ORP scores than 
students in 200 and 300 level, and in turn 200-level scores are larger than 300-level scores. The 
career support factor and learning options factor are also in the direction anticipated in the 
second hypothesis. For the supervisor’s support factor, the differences were not significant, but 
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Figure 6. Means’ plot and SD bars of career support scores between the three levels of 
university students. 
Overall, the results showed that the first hypothesis was not confirmed. There were no 
significant differences between the three groups in any of the four ORP factors. However, the 
post-hoc comparisons showed significant differences between the scores of 100-level students 
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5.4 Discussion 
In this study, the network of variables that shape the ORP construct was further studied. 
Knowing more about a novel construct is part of its validation (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). In 
general terms, the ORP construct is in early stages of development, and its connections with 
other constructs needs to be further investigated. This study specifically was focused on the 
role of anticipatory sources of socialization, that is, educational activities. The reason for doing 
this is because previous developmental theory and research have identified educational 
institutions (i.e. Universities), as a key source of socialization in different spheres, but of 
particular relevance when it comes to the socialization into work (e.g., Becker & Strauss, 1956; 
Gottlieb, 1961; Levine & Hoffner, 2006; Shim et al. 2009). Feij (1998) has extensively 
discussed the process of socialization into work of young people and has noted how even if 
work socialization is a process that might never end, certain instances of transition are more 
sensitive and definitional for individuals in their life span.  
In this respect, a sensitive stage is the moment of transition that takes place between 
university graduation and the first time an individual engages in a job in which his or her 
academic preparation is required to be performed. Authors have noted (i.e. Leikas & Salmela-
Aro, 2014; Shulman et al., 2014) that this is a moment largely definitive of the transition into 
adulthood, because of the associated characteristics such as financial independence and 
responsibilities. This study does not concentrate on studying the transition from university to 
work. However, the role of academic preparation that leads to that moment of transition is 
worth of study, as it examines the role of universities, as a source of anticipatory socialization 
into work.  
Two hypotheses were established for this study, in order to investigate further the role 
of universities as an anticipatory source of socialization into work. The first one was aimed to 
test if there were significant differences in the ORP factors’ scores (i.e. employee’s wellbeing, 
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career support, learning options and supervisor’s support) between university students from 
100 level, 200 level, and 300 level. The second hypothesis, was aimed to test if the differences 
between the three levels of university students, would show that in general university students 
from 100-level would have larger scores, when compared to their peers in 200 and 300 levels 
of university study. This is an indication that university academic progression might have an 
impact in grounding work expectations. 
The results showed that, the first hypothesis was not supported as there were no overall 
significant differences between the three different levels of university study in any of the four 
ORP factors. The post-hoc comparisons, however, showed significant differences between 
100-level and 300-level university students in the career support and learning options factors. 
This is indicative of a shift in work related perceptions happening as academic level increases. 
Of course, this might be better researched with a longitudinal approach. A longitudinal design 
that involves studying the same people or phenomena at more than once point in time (Sekaran 
& Bougie, 2016). A longitudinal design can serve as an alternative approach for the purposes 
of this study, for example, if the organizational reality perception of a sample of 100-level 
students was assessed throughout their different transitions in academia a different set of results 
may have been achieved. 
The second hypothesis was aimed to test if post-hoc tests would find that the differences 
between the university student groups, would show that first year students would have larger 
ORP scale scores than second and third year students as academic progression is expected to 
have an impact on the ORP factors’ scores (i.e. grounding work expectations), being an 
anticipatory source of socialization. The direction of change anticipated by hypothesis two 
suggested the role of academic progression in changing, specifically grounding and lowering 
ORP scores, and this being evident in 100-level students having larger ORP scores than their 
fellow students undergoing 200 and 300-level university studies. In turn, if each year of 
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academic preparation has the power to ground even further unrealistic expectations by being 
exposed to new relevant and more defined aspects associated with the professional 
performance of a discipline, then, 200-level students were also anticipated to have had larger 
ORP scores than the students in 300-level university studies. In this regard the direction of the 
differences of the ORP results in employee’s wellbeing, career support and learning options 
was in the direction anticipated by seeing universities as sources of anticipatory socialization.   
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Chapter 6 
6. Study 5 – Organizational Reality Perception: Construct Benchmarking and 
Scale Interpretation 
6.1 Overview 
 This chapter reports Study 5, which analysed the organizational reality perceptions 
(ORP) of individuals that are active employees in organizations with actual professional job 
experience. This analysis was carried out to provide insight into the organizational reality 
perception (ORP) scale score interpretation. 
Work socialization has consistently been the focus of research in IO psychology (e.g., 
Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002; Feldman, 1981; Klemme & 
Belle, 2013). However, some authors (i.e. Beyer & Hannah, 2002; Carr, Pearson, Vest & 
Boyar, 2006) have noted that empirical endeavours in organizational socialization have been 
mainly focused on ‘neophyte workers’, or employees without extensive occupational 
experience. In comparison, fewer studies have been attentive to the organizational socialization 
of experienced/veteran employees. Carr et al. (2006), explain how research on the socialization 
of veteran employees needs to delve in their prior experience, as they bring this into sense 
making practices in their new work environments. In fact, previous research (i.e. Brett, 
Feldman, Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Brett et al., 1990) has labelled the socialization of 
veteran newcomers as ‘resocialization’. Beyer and Hannah (2002) have stated that the 
understanding of organizational socialization processes cannot be complete if the specific 
characteristics of experienced newcomers are not considered.  
This study is built upon those ideas. The interpretation of the notion of reality is best 
suited by taking into account the perspective of experienced employees, as suggested by Carr 
et al. (2006). In other words, to understand what is work reality, it is vital to compare the 
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perception of unexperienced newcomers with experienced employees. This is because 
experienced employees can provide a baseline for the interpretation of what can be considered 
realistic or unrealistic when it comes to work expectations. 
According to that perspective, this study was also developed to consider guidelines for 
the interpretation and scoring of the ORP scale by making use of baselines/benchmarks. For 
example, research designs using baselines are widely used in sports-related research associated 
with injuries (e.g. concussions) (e.g., Roebuck-Spencer, Vincent, Schlegel & Gilliland, 2013), 
in which the use of baseline testing, offers a benchmark that can be used to compare post-injury 
performance.  
In research, for example, the multiple baseline design is used for single case 
experimental studies (Coon & Rapp, 2017) or for small-size studies (Whiterhurst, 2014), in 
which repeated measures pre and post interventions are taken from a subject or a small group 
of subjects. In organizational psychology research, Maxwell, Rotz and Garcia (2016) carried 
out a study in which they examined data-driven decision making (DDDM) activities in 
organizations with a social mission, by surveying multiple stakeholders. From the results 
obtained, Maxwell et al. (2016) noted, that there were considerable differences in perception 
regarding DDDM across, and within, all the social organizations involved in the study. In view 
of those results, Maxwell et al. (2016) suggested that a possible approach to build agreement, 
would be to use the survey as a baseline assessment of stakeholders’ perceptions about DDDM, 
which in turn could serve as a point of reference for discussion and alignment regarding the 
adequate use of verifiable data to make decisions. 
Another example of a study in which benchmarking was used as a means of 
intervention, was developed by Goh and Richards (1997). These authors viewed that 
organizational learning interventions were challenging because measures assessing the 
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learning capability in organizations were not available (Goh & Richards, 1997). Therefore, 
they argued that by identifying and measuring the essential management practices that foster 
organizational learning, it would be possible to establish a benchmark of learning capability 
that could be used to plan better interventions for building a learning organization.  
According to the examples outlined, the use of baselines in research designs allows for 
a better understanding of how performance differs before and after an intervention or event. In 
the case of this study, the notion of baselines is not directed towards obtaining repeated 
measures of the same individuals at different points in time, but to ultimately compare the 
perception of individuals with diverse demographics characteristics (i.e. university level and 
professional experience) about the work reality in a New Zealand context. In this regard, the 
baseline  would provide useful information for interpreting the results of the ORP scale when 
used with unexperienced employees.  
The main purpose of this study is to obtain ORP scores from experienced employees, 
in order to examine scores with a more grounded perception of organizational reality based on 
professional experience. Furthermore, demographic aspects associated to this study’s sample 
will be assessed. In order to do that, the following hypotheses will be tested: 
 Hypothesis 1: There will be significant negative correlations between the ORP factors’ 
scores of experienced employees and the demographic variables of age and year of graduation. 
And there will be significant positive correlations between the ORP factors’ scores of 
experienced employees and the demographic variables of number of organizations worked for 
in the current profession and the and relevance of the university degree for the current job.  
 Hypothesis 2: There will be significant positive correlations between the ORP factors’ 
scores of experienced employees and job related outcomes (i.e. Job satisfaction and career 
commitment). 
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Although not the main purpose of this study, some considerations can be researched 
regarding the differences of ORP scores in relation to generational cohorts. The examination 
of generations in this study is worthy of exploration, as such categorization is linked to age, 
level of experience, work values, historical events, and therefore, perceptions. This study did 
not directly measure all the above aspects but attempted to analyse ORP scores by generations 
to add to the understanding of the nomological network and practical implications of the 
construct. 
Research on generational cohorts (Wiedmer, 2015) has identified a division of 
generations that can be found currently in workforces. Those divisions are made according to 
historical and economic conditions (Wiedmer, 2015). Such divisions are mostly representative 
of the American and western cultures (Wiedmer, 2015). The first group are traditionalists, 
these are the people who were born between the interval from 1900 to 1945. This generation 
are mostly retired and only account for a 5% of the current workforce (Clause, 2015; Wiedmer, 
2015). The next generation in line are the baby boomers, and are considered to be the generation 
that followed the Second World War, which is considered the period between 1946-1964 
(Heathfied, 2015; Wiedmer, 2015). This group of people are described as work-centric, 
independent and competitive; being highly motivated by money, power and recognition 
(Wiedmer, 2015).  
The third group is generation X, which corresponds to the people born from 1961 to 
1981 (Wiedmer, 2015). They are described as a lost generation, because most of them 
experienced being children of divorced parents (Wiedmer, 2015). This group of individuals are 
described as geeks, independent thinkers and artists that prefer more self-directed or 
independent jobs (Grimes, 2015; Wiedmer, 2015). The fourth group are called the generation 
Y or millennials, and this covers the individuals born between 1980 and 1990 (Wiedmer, 2015, 
Gibson, 2015). Generation Y’s are considered to be highly entrepreneurial and explorative, in 
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fact it is noted: “Because Gen Y seek happiness in their work and life, the notion of one job, 
one career mind-set is no longer valid” (Wiedmer, 2015, p. 55).  
The fifth group is called generation Z, this group comprises individuals that were born 
between 1995 and 2015 (Wiedmer, 2015). It is recognized that there is much yet to be known 
from this generation and that the main traits that characterize it are also yet to emerge 
(Wiedmer, 2015). However, something that is widely evident of this generation is their access 
to communication sources that allows them to coexist in high connectivity, this connectivity 
has involved significant virtual interaction and is anticipated that Gen Z’s social skills will be 
developed differently from previous generations (Weidmer, 2015). In terms of the work related 
characteristics, Wiedmer (2015) and Renfro (2015) suggests that 65% of the jobs this 
generation is going to perform, do not currently exist. 
This study reports an analysis of four of the five of generations outlined above, as no 
data from individuals belonging to the traditionalists group was collected. Therefore, 
comparison of the ORP factor scores was performed for the following generational cohorts: 
baby boomers, generation X, generation Y, and generation Z. The following hypothesis will be 
tested: 
Hypothesis 3: There will be significant differences in ORP factors’ scores according to 
generational cohorts (i.e. baby boomers, generation X, generation Y, and generation Z). 
Hypothesis 4: Older generations will report lower ORP factors’ scores than younger 
generations.   
In summary, this chapter details the findings obtained from a sample of active 
employees in relation to their scores on the four ORP factors. The data collected from a group 
of active employees was used to exemplify the utility of benchmark data for interpreting the 
ORP scores of unexperienced employees. This was done, as the perception of active employees 
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who have been exposed to actual work socialization practices in organizations provides the 
best benchmark by which to compare and interpret the set of expectations from newcomers 
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6.2 Methodology 
6.2.1 Design 
This study employed a cross-sectional design, as the data was gathered just once, over 
a period of weeks to months to answer a research question (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).  
6.2.2 Sampling 
 The sampling methods used were: referral sampling and snowball sampling (Hibberts 
et al., 2012). This study also involved purposive sampling, this means that it was necessary to 
obtain information from specific target groups, as they match certain criteria set by the 
researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 
Data collection started in March 2016 and ended in October 2017. The key 
demographic characteristics of the participants were: individuals currently working in an 
organization and holders of a university degree. In order to capture a wide variety of 
participants exposed to different organizational contexts and industries, it was decided it would 
be better to collect data without the attachment of a specific organization in the process. In 
order to achieve this goal, professional institutions (AFAANZ, NZICA, NZCS, ACENZ, 
NZAE, IPENZ, INFINZ, NZIGE, NZIM, AUSIMM, HRINZ) 1 societies (GSNZ, 
LAWSOCIETY)2 and associations (DYP, QYP, WYP, IYP, CYP)3  were contacted via email 
(see Appendix 15). These institutions, societies and associations were chosen because they 
matched the same professions of the that participants studied in the EFA (see Chapter 2) and 
CFA (see Chapter 3) studies.   
                                                          
1 Accounting and Finance Association of Australia and New Zealand, Chartered Accountants (Institute of) New 
Zealand, Computer Society of New Zealand, Consulting Engineers of New Zealand, Engineers Professional 
Institution, Finance Professionals Institute of New Zealand, Gas Engineers Institution of New Zealand, 
Management Institute of New Zealand and The Australasian Institute of Mining Metallurgy New Zealand. 
 
2 Geological Society of New Zealand and New Zealand Law Society. 
 
3 Dunedin Young Professionals, Queenstown Young Professionals, Queenstown Young professionals, 
Wellington Young Professionals, Invercargill Young Professionals and Canterbury Young Professional 
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Those institutions, societies and associations were contacted to request their assistance 
in data collection as they had direct access to a variety of professionals from different 
organizations as active members. In the contact email (see Appendix 15) their help was 
requested in distributing information about the research (research aims, type of participants 
required and online link to complete the questionnaire) to their members through any mean 
they would consider convenient (i.e., Newsletter, LinkedIn group, Facebook group, Email list, 
etc). From the groups mentioned, IPENZ, AUSIMM, HRINZ, IYP, DYP agreed to assist the 
researcher in distributing the information.  
Snowball sampling was also employed by using paper-based versions of the exact same 
questionnaire hosted on Qualtrics, these paper-based versions of the questionnaire were 
distributed among different students across the Department of Psychology at the University of 
Canterbury, who were asked to deliver it to individuals who would fit the biographical  
characteristics of the study (i.e., parents, older siblings, relatives), and invite them to participate 
in the study. Students were provided with a pre-paid envelope, this way individuals who wanted 
to complete the questionnaire could send it back to the researcher through the mail. 
6.2.3 Participants 
The individuals recruited were active employees, currently working in New Zealand at 
the moment of the data collection, and in possession of a university degree. All participation 
was voluntary, and all information from the study was of a confidential nature. The 
participants’ professions ranged across the following disciplines: engineering, law, 
psychology, geology, career counselling, research, human resources practitioners, education 
and management. The industries in which these participants were working at the moment of 
data collection, comprise the following: telecommunications, health, mental health, mining, 
electrical, public sector, dairy, agriculture, civil engineering, legal services, retail, construction 
and insurance. There were 71 valid cases, 21 males (29.6%) and 50 females (70.4%). 
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Participants ages ranged from 23 to 66, the mean age of participants was 41 years. It was 
reported that 77.5% of participants stated that their university degree was relevant to their 
current job. Participants reported to have a mean of 2.54 organizations in which they had 
worked in their current professions.  
6.2.4 Materials 
Data was collected by using both a paper-based version of the questionnaire and an 
online-based version of the questionnaire hosted on Qualtrics (see Appendix 16). Both versions 
were used in order to reach as many participants as possible. Both versions asked for the exact 
same information. Questions included: gender, age, year of university degree completion, 
relevance of university degree for the current job held, the length of university study undertaken 
related to the current job held, current profession and job title, number of organizations worked 
for in the current profession, type of industry, and amount of time working in the current job.  
Both versions contained a 20-item format of the ORP scale (see Appendix 16), the one 
identified during the EFA analysis (see Chapter 2). The 20-item version was used instead of 
the 15-item version that was subsequently identified during CFA (see Chapter 3), as data 
collection from employees was conducted in parallel with the CFA data collection. Once the 
CFA data was analysed and produced the 15-item ORP scale version, the 5 items removed 
were also removed before data analysis in this study.  
Alongside the demographic questions and the ORP scale, there were two other scales 
for the participants to complete: the first scale was the overall job satisfaction scale (Camman, 
Finchman, Jenkins & Klesh, 1983) (see Appendix 16). This scale contains 3 items, with a 7-
point response scale that ranges from strongly disagree=1 to strongly agree=7. Item number 2 
(i.e. ‘In general I don’t like my job’) is reversed scored. Larger scores indicate higher levels of 
job satisfaction with the current profession. 
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The second scale included was the career commitment scale (Blau, 1989) (see 
Appendix 16). It contains 7 items, with a 7-point response scale that ranges from strongly 
disagree =1 to strongly agree = 7.  Item number 2 (i.e. ‘If I could go into a different profession 
which paid the same, I would probably take it’), item number 3 (i.e. ‘if I could do it all over 
again, I would not choose to work in this profession’) and item 6 (i.e. ‘I am disappointed that I 
ever entered this profession’) are reversed scored. Lower scores indicate a higher levels of 
career commitment with the current profession. 
6.2.5 Procedure 
 A link to access the online questionnaire were sent to the institutions, association and 
societies that agreed to help the researcher. The link was accompanied with a summary 
explaining the nature and aim of the study, and the approximate duration of the completion of 
the survey. By accessing the online link all participants were given a full explanation of the 
nature of the study, and detailed instructions regarding how to be completed the different 
measures (see Appendix 16). 
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6.3 Results 
 All statistical procedures for this study were carried out using IBM SPSS. 
 The data analysis was performed with a sample of 71 valid cases, who were active 
employees in organizations and holders of a university degree. Table 27 reports the frequencies 
of number ‘8’ responses (i.e. ‘not sure’ option) for each ORP item. The ‘8’ responses were 
treated as missing values. Table 27 also reports the descriptive statistics (i.e. mean and SD) for 
the active employees’ sample, calculated after removing the missing values. 
Table 27 
Frequencies of ‘Not Sure” Responses and Descriptive Statistics of Active Employees  
Factor 
 Items  
Test 




The organization will understand if employees' job quality 
decreases because of personal problems 
2 5.01 1.37 
  
Supervisors will consider the employee's personal life when 
assigning job tasks 
2 4.46 1.69 
Employee 
Wellbeing 
The organization will help you to get balance between your 
job and your personal life 
1 4.64 1.75 
  
Your supervisors will respect the boundaries between your 
job and your personal life 
1 5.3 1.47 
  
Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of physical 
exhaustion among employees 
1 4.81 1.56 
  
The organization will provide you with plenty of 
opportunities to fulfil your career aspirations 
0 4.99 1.43 
Career 
Support 
The quality of work of organization will improve your 
personal knowledge 
4 5.58 1.39 
  You will find support for your career progress 1 5.31 1.55 
  
The amount of information given by supervisors will be 
enough for you to perform tasks 
0 5.15 1.34 
Learning 
Options 
There will be informal communication channels available 
for employees to transmit any kind of information 
1 5.67 1.22 
  
There will be an environment where employees can share 
ideas freely 
2 5.71 1.26 
  
Supervisors will provide you with help at any stage while 
performing tasks 
0 5.25 1.34 
  
Employees will have clear and well established support 
sources 
0 5.07 1.36 
Supervisor's 
Support 
Supervisors will find ways to motivate their work-group 1 5.13 1.39 
  
Supervisors' experience will facilitate employee's 
performance 
3 5.71 1.27 
 
Table 28 reports the scale’s scores for the active employees according to the four 
factors. Table 28 also shows the standard error of measurement (SEm), this was calculated 
using the formula SEm = SD √1-r (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Kaplan & Sacuzzo, 2017; 
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Nunnally, 1978). The r corresponds to the coefficient of reliability, which was obtained in the 
test-retest study reported in Chapter 4.  
Table 28 
Scores in the 4 ORP Factors from Active Employees 
  Mean SD Median Minimum Maximum SEm 
Employees' wellbeing 4.88 1.23 5.00 1.80 7.00 0.71 
Career support 5.30 1.02 5.50 1.75 7.00 0.76 
Learning options 5.52 0.99 5.67 2.33 7.00 0.64 
Supervisor's support 5.29 1.24 5.67 1.67 7.00 0.96 
 
A correlational analysis was performed to test the first hypothesis. Hypothesis 1 
anticipated significant negative correlations between the ORP factors’ scores of experienced 
employees and age and number of years since graduation from university. It also anticipated 
significant positive correlations between the ORP factors’ scores of experienced employees 
and the number of organizations worked for in the current profession, and relevance of the 
university degree for the current job. Table 29 shows the correlations between the four ORP 
factors and the participants’ demographic characteristics. The results indicate a weak 
significant negative correlation between the learning options factor and age, and a weak 
significant positive correlation between employee’s wellbeing and relevance of the university 
degree in relation to the current job of the participant. No significant correlations were found 
for the demographic variables of number of organizations worked for in the current profession 
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Table 29 
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Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 A correlational analysis was performed to test the second hypothesis. The second 
hypothesis anticipated significant positive correlations between the ORP factors’ scores of 
experienced employees and job related outcomes (i.e. Job satisfaction and career commitment). 
Table 30 shows the correlations between the four ORP factors and the measures of job 
satisfaction and career commitment. Results indicate  weak positive significant correlations 
between the four ORP factors and job satisfaction. There were no significant correlations 
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Table 30 









































































Note.  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. 
 
ANOVAs were performed to test Hypothesis 3 and 4. The third hypothesis predicted 
significant differences in ORP factors’ scores according to generational cohorts (i.e. baby 
boomers, generation X, generation Y, and generation Z). The fourth hypothesis anticipated that 
older generations would report lower ORP factors’ scores than younger generations. 
Accordingly, ANOVA analyses were performed to examine differences in the ORP 
factor scores between the generational cohorts that are present in the sample. Generational 
cohorts were classified as follows: Baby boomers (born between 1945-1960) n=14, generation 
X (born between 1961-1980) n=23, and generation Y (born between 1981-1994) n=31. There 
were 3 participants from the sample who belonged to the Generation Z cohort, however, it was 
decided to leave them outside of the analysis as the amount per group was too low. 
 In the employee’s wellbeing factor, there was no overall significant differences 
between generations, F (2, 65) = 0.57, ns. The post-hoc comparisons (see Table 31 below) 
showed no further significant differences. In the career support factor, there was no overall 
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significant differences between generations, F (2, 65) = 2.50, ns. The post-hoc comparisons 
(see Table 31) showed no further significant differences. In the learning options factor was no 
overall significant differences between generations, F (2, 67) = 0.76, ns. The post-hoc 
comparisons did not show further significant differences (see Table 31). In the supervisor’s 
support factor there was no overall significant differences between generations, F (2,67) = 1.83, 
ns. The post-hoc comparisons did not show further significant differences (see Table 31).  
Table 31 
Post-hoc comparisons of Employee’s Wellbeing Scores between the Four Generational 
Cohorts of Active Employees. 
         Fisher LSD Test 





14 4.82 1.29 - 0.10 -0.01 
Generation X 23 4.72 1.08  - -0.11 





14 5.39 0.89 - 0.52 -0.06 
Generation X 23 4.87 1.26  - -0.58 





14 5.26 1.46 - -0.16 -0.38 
Generation X 23 5.42 1.01  - -0.22 





14 5.14 1.28 - 0.22 -0.43 
Generation X 23 4.93 1.61  - -0.64 
Generation Y 31 5.57 0.87   - 
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6.4 Considerations for The ORP Scale Interpretation 
The main puspose of this study was to collect data from active employees.This section 
presents some considerations regarding the use and interpretation of the ORP scale, however, 
it is noted that these considerations are only suggestions and further validation steps (i.e. 
intervention-based studies, job perfomance/tenure exploration, convergent validity, predictive 
validity) need to be undertaken to present defined uses and scoring of the ORP scale. Therefore, 
the considerations provided below are based on the theoretical foundation of ORP as a 
construct examining the perception of a future organizational reality yet to be grounded in real 
experience, and the relevance of using benchmark criteria for interpreting  ORP scores. 
6.4.1 Ideal Stage of ORP Application 
Based on the definition of ORP, the scale is intended to be used right before 
organizational entry, as the information provided by the ORP scale is expected to have an 
impact on improving the adaptation of the new employee, especially during the organizational 
socialization stages. The ORP scale is not primarily to be used for selection purposes, that is, 
its information is not aimed to fulfil any criteria for selection. The ORP scale is envisioned to 
be used as an instrument to facilitate the adaptation of new employees, in which the information 
collected helps the organization to understand how the newcomer perceives her/his future 
organizational scenario. However, it could potentially be employed during recruitment and 
selection processes as an accompanying tool to an expectation lowering procedure (e.g. 
realistic previews) undertaken at this stage by the organization. 
Understanding where to apply the ORP scale is also subject of aspects like social 
desirability, that is, the distortion an individual might engage with in order to present 
themselves favourably (Allport,1928; Bernreuter, 1933; Rosenzweig, 1934). The ORP scale 
application also needs to consider impression management, which is described as behaviours 
employees display to create and maintain desired images in the workplace (Leary & Kowalsky, 
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1990). These aspects have been the subject of prior research (e.g. Jackson & Messick, 1958), 
and also measures have been developed to identify them (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Edwards, 
1957; Hathaway & Mckinley, 1951; Paulhus, 1991).  
 As noted in all the studies, all participation was voluntary, data treatment has been of 
a confidential nature, and most importantly, data has not been collected through the 
involvement of specific organizations. In detail, this means that for studies 1, 2, 3 and 4, 
individuals were final year university students which were asked about future work 
expectations about future work settings, so engagement in social desirability actions is very 
unlikely as there was no direct outcome in presenting themselves favourably when rating the 
statements. The same situation applies for the sample presented in this chapter (study 5), data 
was collected confidentially, with voluntary participation from active employees with 
university degrees. Access to these individuals was facilitated by professional associations and 
societies, but direct involvement from specific organizations in which these individuals are 
employed never took place. Therefore, impression management  taking place in the sample of 
Study 5 is unlikely.  
However, saying this, future applications of the ORP scale in actual organizational 
settings need to explore the influence of social desirability bias and impression management 
behaviours. The possibility of new employees distorting ORP scores during early stages of 
tenure or during recruitment is acknowledged and require further examination, for example by 
applying measures of IM or social desirability jointly with the ORP scale. Additionally, the use 
of the ORP scale in actual organizational settings, should also be advanced with adequate 
framing from the organization. That is, putting the emphasis on the benefits of collecting such 
information: better adaptation of the new employee, preventing negative outcomes (i.e. poor 
performance, early turnover), and allowing positive job related outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, 
career commitment). 
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6.4.2 Ideal Target Population 
The ORP scale has been initially validated and built with future employees without 
extensive professional experience (i.e. newcomer graduates), therefore, the employment of this 
instrument is ideal to identify the perception of work expectations from new employees fitting 
this characteristic, that is, newcomers’ graduates.   
Accordingly, the ideal target population for application of the ORP scale are newcomer 
graduates in the moment of transition from tertiary education to their first professional job. 
However, the ORP construct is intended to cover the set of work expectations prior to 
organizational entry, in this sense, it also has the potential to identify expectations involved in 
re-socialization processes, and even career transitions inside the same organization. In this 
regard, further work on construct and scale validation needs to be carried to use this instrument 
in transitions of experienced employees.   
6.4.3 Classification of Results 
The data collected in this study as a benchmark sample, provides an example of the 
approach to score the ORP measure. In detail, as ORP is measuring expectations of a future 
organizational reality, is of relevance to employ individuals with actual professional experience 
(i.e. which have likely gone through socialization/resocialization processes and which have 
already established previous psychological contracts) as a way to interpret what an 
organizational reality is. Examples of such use for ORP-scores’ interpretation are provided 
below. As a note, the values presented below are not to be used yet in practice, because further 
validation is required. 
The ORP results of a newcomer in an organization can be interpreted according to mean 
values set for each factor, obtained from the active employees’ sample.  
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Employee’s wellbeing: The employee’s wellbeing factor content is aimed to identify 
the perceptions of future employees regarding the balance between their future personal and 
professional lives. That balance involves health, emotional aspects and the importance of 
having a fulfilling life outside the professional sphere. Scores on this factor can range from 1 
to 7, the mean obtained from active professional employees working in New Zealand was 4.88 
(see Table 31), in practice such value could be used as a point of reference to assess realistic 
or unrealistic views of newcomer’s wellbeing.   
Career support. This factor is aimed to identify the perception of future employees 
regarding the future fulfilment of professional development, career aspirations and 
enhancement of one’s profession. Scores in this factor can range from 1-7, the mean obtained 
for the sample of Study 5 was 5.30 (see Table 31), in practice this value could be used as a 
point of reference to assess realistic or unrealistic views of career support.  
Learning options. This factor is aimed to identify the perception of future employees 
regarding the sources of information available for them inside organizations, to learn and 
perform better at job. Specifically, by identifying their perception in relation to the accessibility 
to that information and the quality of the information. Scores in this factor can range from 1-7, 
the mean obtained for the sample of Study 5 was 5.52 (see Table 31), in practice this value 
could be used as a point of reference to assess realistic or unrealistic views of learning options.  
 Supervisor’s support. This factor is aimed to identify the perception of future 
employees regarding the type of support they will receive directly from their supervisor as a 
figure of knowledge, guidance and as a vessel of motivation. Scores in this factor can range 
from 1-7, the mean obtained for the sample of Study 5 was 5.29 (see Table 31), in practice this 
value could be used as a point of reference to assess realistic or unrealistic views of supervisor’s 
support. 
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6.5 Discussion 
This chapter analysed the scores of the 4 ORP factors from active employees, this 
analysis was performed to provide benchmark scores from experienced employees which can 
be used to compare against the notion of organizational reality of inexperienced newcomers. 
The benchmark scores can thus be used for ORP scale interpretation purposes. 
Recommendations of the use of benchmark values for interpreting ORP scores were 
discussed. However, the values considered to exemplify that use are not intended at this point 
to be employed in practice. It is noted that further validation is required to delineate 
interpretation criteria, but in principle the use of experienced employees’ work perceptions to 
compare against what organizational reality entails, is of relevance  according to the premise 
of ORP. Furthermore, the small sample size (n=71) used in this study prevent drawing firm 
conclusions regarding scoring values. 
Four hypotheses were examined in this study. The first hypothesis was partially 
supported, as a significant negative correlation was found between the learning options factor 
and age. Indicating that as age progresses sources for learning might become less relevant or 
less used.  A positive significant correlation was also found between employee’s wellbeing and 
relevance of the university degree in relation to the current job of the employees. This is 
indicative of individuals experiencing more wellbeing as they are able to work in a job where 
their university degree is relevant. 
The second hypothesis was supported for job satisfaction, as significant positive 
correlations were found between this aspect and the four ORP factors. This suggests that work 
expectations regarding the balance of personal and professional life, opportunities for career 
advancement, sources for learning at work and support from supervisors are related to job 
satisfaction levels. This aspect could be further researched in a predictive validity study of the 
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ORP scale. Regarding the career commitment measure there were no significant correlations 
found.   
The third hypothesis was not supported. No significant differences for ORP factors’ 
scores were found between the generational cohorts (i.e. baby boomers, generation X and 
generation Y). The fourth hypothesis was not supported either: that is older generations will 
report lower ORP factors’ scores than younger generations. 
              However, further research about generational cohorts in relation to the ORP factors 
would be worthy of study, with a larger sample representative of different generations. The 
nature of the work itself is different in each generation, Weidman (2015) for example, have 
noted that older generations (i.e. traditionalists and baby boomers) followed more structured 
and hierarchical career paths staying in the same organization, this reality could have entailed 
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Chapter 7 
7. General Discussion 
This research’s main objective was to introduce a new construct into the field of work 
expectations, called organizational reality perception (ORP) that addresses newcomer’s work 
expectations. Research on newcomers has been largely linked to work socialization content 
and practices (e.g. Van Maanen & Schein, 1979), and while several socialization measures 
have been developed (e.g. Chao et al., 1994, Haueter et al., 2003; Taormina, 1994, Waller La 
Preze, 2003), limited empirical work has examined directly the baggage of work expectations 
brought to organizations by new employees. The contribution of major theoretical streams of 
work expectations have been discussed: the initial psychological contract (Rousseau, 1990), 
expectancy value theory (Feather, 2005), occupational reality shock (Kramer, 1974) and 
expectation lowering procedures (Wanous, 1973).  
Those theoretical streams have addressed different aspects of newcomer work 
expectations upon organizational entry. Such aspects involve: anticipated levels of reciprocity 
between employee and organization (i.e. psychological contract), work expectations’ hierarchy 
(i.e. expectancy value theory), outcomes of unmet work expectations (i.e. occupational reality 
shock), and interventions (expectation lowering procedures). However, empirical efforts have 
been limited in understanding how newcomers’ expectations are built in advance of 
organizational entry. 
Accordingly, ORP is defined as the group of ideas, beliefs and expectations that an 
individual holds at the initial stage of employment (the time when they enter their first job) in 
regard to the general nature of the job they are entering, and that involves an understanding of 
work tasks, social and network development, organizational identification and opportunities 
for professional improvement and advancement. The ORP construct was researched 
empirically through the process of development and validation of the ORP scale. The scale is 
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aimed to be used to identify the set of work expectations held by newcomers prior 
organizational entry with the potential to be used as an instrument in work socialization 
procedures by human resources practitioners. The ORP scale’s validation stages presented in 
this PhD research addressed construct validity (i.e. Study 1 and 2), temporal stability (Study 3) 
and exploration of the nomological network of the construct (Study 4 and 5). Studies addressing 
convergent and predictive validity are yet to be conducted.   
The validation process was initiated with a group of 97 items selected through expert 
guidance and pilot assessment, which were put to test through an exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) that was reported in Chapter 2. All the items of the ORP are stated in future tense, as 
the premise behind its assessment is that individuals are assessing aspects that are yet to 
happen. The items were tested in final-year University students in a New Zealand context. 
Participants of the study were majoring in the following subjects: law, accounting, economics, 
finance, management, marketing, computer sciences, geological sciences, engineering, 
psychology, and political science.  
  In the EFA study, the factorial structure of the ORP construct was defined; that is, 
through extensive analysis, a 20-item version of the ORP scale, split in 4 factors was identified. 
The four factors were labelled according to the item content representative of each factor: factor 
1 was labelled employee’s wellbeing, factor 2 was labelled career support, factor 3 was labelled 
learning options, and factor 4 was labelled supervisor’s support. As noted in Chapter 2, the 
labelling of the factors was provisional, here is also noted that factor 3’s label learning options, 
could be relabelled as learning environment or communication environment as there are 
deemed a better fit to convey the content of the factor. 
The items tested in the exploratory factor analysis, had an initial theoretical division of 
eight sections: How will you get to learn inside the organization? What will others think of 
you? constraints from the organization, social relations, how can you behave? organizational 
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opportunities, organizational support, and personal and professional life. The majority of 
items of the 20-item version came from the theoretical factors: personal and professional, 
organizational opportunities, how will I get to learn inside the organization? and organizational 
support.    
Content related to the other 4 factors (i.e. What will others think of you? Constraints 
from the organization, social relations, and how can you behave?) were not included. The 
content removed was not supported by the results of Study 1. The elimination of those 
theoretical factors could entail development issues of the items. However, piloting and experts’ 
revision in the items’ creation were intended to prevent/control that. Attention should be given 
to the content kept and the content dropped. In detail, the item content obtained in the final 4-
factor solution, is oriented towards the benefits and assistance they can obtain from multiple 
levels of the organization. The content left out, is mainly associated with aspects revolving 
around the responsibility of the newcomer towards multiple organizational levels, and with 
limits of organizational behaviour (e.g. procedures, values, traditions, leadership style and 
autonomy). The EFA results are, therefore, indicative of newcomers’ work expectations 
focused on support, and the removal of sections associated to organizational limits and 
newcomer’s responsibilities.  
From the eight theoretical factors, the one labelled ‘what will others think of you?’ 
assessed the degree of how new employees thought they would be perceived by future co-
workers, showed the lowest set of factor loadings of all the eight sections. This theoretical 
factor also showed the lowest set of correlations of any category during the item total 
correlation analysis. These results lead to dropping this section entirely from further analysis.  
Possible explanations around this is the research context itself, at the time of the 
research New Zealand had a relatively low unemployment rate compared with world standards. 
According to Statistics New Zealand (2016) the current unemployment rate is 5.2 per cent 
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nationwide and 3.7 per cent in the Canterbury region (which is where most of the data came 
from), these figures could represent less initial pressure for new graduates regarding 
competition in landing a job or even keeping it. Thus, concentrating their worries and 
expectations on how they will be assisted in their new professional life. 
It is also a possibility that the participants -who are about to graduate and have limited 
experience- are not able to envision themselves completely as part of the structure of the 
organizational reality they are being asked to think about. Therefore, it could be inferred that 
at the moment the participants are asked to reflect about their expectations about a future job, 
the lack of professional experience -given their developmental moment- will prevent them from 
including themselves actively in the assessment of the organizational reality (i.e. how they will 
be perceived by others). 
The other three original categories from which items were not ultimately included in 
the final scale were: Social Relations, How Can You Behave? and Constraints from the 
Organization. These three categories addressed aspects that are not necessarily connected to 
the support expected by the newcomers in the organization. In more detail, these categories 
outline aspects that the newcomers will need to adjust to, therefore implying an effort on their 
part to accommodate to the organization.  
The categories that mostly conveyed situations of adjustment from the newcomer were: 
Constraints from the organization and How can you behave? In the first one, the emphasis was 
on routines, procedures, rules and traditions that the new employee would be required to follow. 
Regarding the second one, the items are referring to levels of innovation and autonomy that the 
employee might need to adhere to as a way of fulfilling job tasks. Having that in mind, these 
two initial categories depart from the ones kept after the EFA, as they assign more 
responsibility to the newcomer in the future organizational reality instead of being the recipient 
of support.  
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The third initial category left aside was Social Relations, interestingly this category did 
cover to a certain extent possibilities of finding support especially from co-workers. This 
support however, involved situations of reciprocity in which the items described scenarios 
where the newcomer would need to be a more active agent in the process of receiving support 
(e.g. “You will find a job environment where supervisors and employees collaborate closely 
with each other”) in comparison to the category labelled ‘How will you get to learn inside the 
organization?’ (e.g. “The amount of information given by supervisors will be enough for you 
to perform tasks”) where the context of the items had the new employee as the main beneficiary 
of the support. 
The items of the four categories aforementioned showed no satisfactory loadings (i.e. 
below 0.40), and cross loadings (i.e. loadings of 0.30 in more than one factor), therefore, those 
items were not included in the 20-item scale identified after EFA. In this line, The ORP scale 
version tested in Study 1 intended to be comprehensive of the aspects associated with an 
organizational reality. However, the purpose of the EFA is to identify the underlying 
dimensions of a construct. ORP is intended to identify and measure the set of work expectations 
an individual hold in advance of organizational entry. The underlying dimensions identified in 
the sample of Study 1, suggest a focus on expectations of organizational support. The 
dimensions dropped, are not necessarily suggesting that the scale is less comprehensive, but 
that as reviewed in expectancy value theory “Like needs and wants, a person’s values may 
selectively sensitize the individual to certain objects and activities within a situation” (Feather, 
1988, p.38). Accordingly, the notion that some aspects are focused on, in a work expectations 
scale, and others sometimes overlooked, is at the core of the dissonance between expectations 
and reality in organizational settings (i.e. reality shock). 
Nonetheless, the aspects overlooked are still part of the reality, that is, procedures, 
leadership style, responsibilities in social relations, traditions, co-workers’ perceptions, among 
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others and will be part of the organizational reality of a new employee. This information needs 
to be taken into consideration in practical settings, such as work socialization practices, and 
career counselling hubs. However, further research directly focused on assessing weighing of 
ORP factors, and aspects associated to organizational realities need to be carried out. 
Additionally, further research on the ORP factors in other cultural contexts and regions, or even 
in the same New Zealand context but with a more experienced population would be a relevant 
undertaking.  
After conducting exploratory factor analysis, a study to test the four factor ORP model 
was carried out. Thus, in Chapter 3, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the model 
identified during the EFA analysis was reported. The four factors’ stability was tested in a 
sample with the same demographic characteristics of the sample used for the EFA analysis, 
that is, final year university students majoring in the same subjects (i.e. law, accounting, 
economics, finance, management, marketing, computer sciences, geological sciences, 
engineering, psychology, and political science.). After the CFA analysis was carried out, the 
20-item version was reduced to a 15-item version, through item content revision and factor 
loadings.  
The CFA analysis showed that the four-factor structure identified during the EFA was 
stable and that the model was representative of the variance co-variance of samples with the 
characteristics established (i.e. work expectations of individuals in their final year of academic 
preparation), in comparison to a unidimensional model. However, a strong positive correlation 
between the career support and supervisor’s support factor was found. To test the presence of 
multicollinearity, a fourth model presenting three factors instead of four (i.e. with a combined 
factor of career support and supervisor’s support) was tested through AMOS. The fourth model 
reported very similar values to the 4-ORP factor model. A chi-square difference test was 
conducted, and non-significant differences were found between the two models suggesting that 
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they are basically equivalent. It was decided to stick to the 4-ORP factor model for the 
subsequent studies, but further exploration with larger samples is required to better understand 
the differences between both models. 
In Chapter 4 the reliability of the ORP scale, based on temporal stability, was examined 
by conducting a test-retest study with final-year university students. The interval of application 
between test-retest was 7 weeks. Results showed that the correlations were modest, and below 
0.70. Test-retest results, however, need to be interpreted in the context of the construct 
measured. In intelligence, cognitive ability, or personality type of scales, it is considered that 
the test-retest coefficients should be at least 0.80 or above (Klein, 2000). However, in state 
variables, the use of test-retest is not encouraged as the variable measured is likely to be 
modified from time to time (McGrath, 2011). 
 In the specific case of the ORP scale, it is neither a cognitive/personality trait nor a 
state. What is measured are expectations, these might not be as fluctuating as moods or states, 
but the organizational reality perception of an individual, is one that is likely to be reshaped in 
the presence of work socialization forces. In the timeframe in which the study was carried out 
no major changes in one’s career or student status were expected. However, the participants, 
being final-year students, were likely engaging in job-related activities like university 
assignments involving organizations or even job search as their university time was close to an 
end. 
 The correlation coefficients were used to calculate the standard error of measurement 
(SEm) of the 4 ORP factors across different studies: test-retest (Study 3), construct 
development (Study 4) and benchmarking (Study 5). Table 32 (below) shows a 
summary/comparison of the SEm calculated across different studies and samples. 
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The SEm is used to define the confidence interval around a score, and it provides a 
range of variability of score in relation to a ‘true score’. In practical applications of the ORP 
scale, the SEm calculated from a sample of active employees would be the one best suited for 
interpretation purposes. Table 32 shows that SEm is variant in the different samples. 
Employee’s wellbeing presents the biggest range of SEm from its minimum to its maximum 
value (i.e. a difference of 0.23), while career support reports the smallest range of SEm from 
its minimum to its maximum value (i.e. a difference of 0.13).  
Is noted that the use of the SEm, has to be understood in the context of the construct 
measured. For this research, this means that the measurement of work expectations is 
dependent on sources of socialization. Expectations are the main aspect measured by the four 
ORP factors, and therefore, they can be subject to modification due to both anticipatory work 
socialization and work socialization if these take place in relatively short timeframes, as it was 
noted by the test-retest study. Accordingly, the use of SEm for  interpretation of ORP scores 
needs to  be considered in relation to the changing nature of work expectations in presence of 
anticipatory socialization.
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Table 32 
















Mean SEm Mean SEm Mean SEm Mean SEm Mean SEm Mean SEm 
Employee's Wellbeing 3.84 0.56 3.71 0.60 4.88 0.71 4.14 0.59 4.1 0.78 3.82 0.55 
Career Support 4.94 0.63 4.75 0.72 5.3 0.76 5.18 0.68 4.96 0.72 4.84 0.66 
Learning Options 5.02 0.53 4.94 0.64 5.52 0.64 5.17 0.55 5.02 0.62 4.76 0.74 
Supervisor Support 5.12 0.76 4.78 0.86 5.29 0.96 5.29 0.70 5.19 0.87 5.06 0.75 
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Chapter 5 reported Study 4 that was aimed to further explore the network of variables 
present in the ORP construct, specifically directed to understand anticipatory sources of work 
socialization acting in advance to organizational entry, that is, specifically tertiary education. 
In other words, because ORP is defined as the group of ideas, beliefs and expectations an 
individual hold in advance of organizational entry, then it was hypothesized that education 
would have a role in shaping or reshaping students’ work expectations. To test this, data was 
collected from individuals undergoing different levels of tertiary education: 100-level, 200-
level and 300-level students from New Zealand universities. It was expected that 100-level 
students would report larger ORP scores, indicative of less grounded ratings regarding their 
future work reality, in comparison with 200 and 300 level students. Such results would suggest 
that universities have a role in grounding work expectations of their students. 
The results obtained in Study 4 showed no overall significant differences between the 
three levels of university students. However, post-hoc comparisons showed significant 
differences between 100-level students and 300-level students in the career support and 
learning options factors. Although overall scores differences were not significant between the 
three groups, it was found that in general 100-level students did report larger ORP scores than 
their fellow students in 200 and 300 level. It was also found that 200-level students in turn also 
showed larger scores than 300-level students in three of the four ORP factors. This is indicative 
that the direction anticipated of the differences was well founded, however, the extent of how 
much students’ work expectations are shaped by the content, activities and experiences from 
their pass-through universities is still an area in which further research needs to be conducted. 
Chapter 6 reported Study 5, in which the organizational perceptions of active employees 
and holders of a university degree were studied. Data was collected from professionals who 
matched the same professions (i.e. engineering, law, psychology, geology, career counselling, 
research, human resources practitioners, education and management), from which the samples 
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of the EFA and CFA studies came from. The participants also came from a varied range of 
industries (i.e. telecommunications, health, mental health, mining, electrical, public sector, 
dairy, agriculture, civil engineering, legal services, retail, construction and insurance).  
The application of the ORP scale to active employees is of particular relevance for this 
research as these individuals have likely been exposed to several organizational socialization 
and/or resocialization processes. According to this, their perceptions of organizational realities 
is considered the most realistic for the purposes of this research, and because of that, the 
findings of this study exemplify the use of benchmarks to which compare the scores of 
newcomers with limited or without professional experience.  
The considerations for interpretation, highlighted that the scale is meant to be used in 
new employees with limited or without previous professional experience. It is noted that the 
ORP scale is not meant to be used as a selection criteria, but to assist in the adaptation of the 
newcomer. However, the scale could be used as an accompanying tool during expectation 
lowering procedures (ELP) taking place during recruitment and selection processes. This stage 
is also referred by Rousseau (2001) as the second phase of contract formation or recruitment 
in which the exchange of promises is done by both employing organization and prospective 
employee. Considering this, the use of the ORP scale as an ELP, is of relevance, as expectation 
lowering procedures cover generalities (Buckley et al., 1998), and a lot can be still left open to 
interpretation in terms of expectations in the newcomer’s mind. In this respect, the ORP scale 
is providing a source of information that can be beneficial in identifying those aspects not 
addressed during ELP.  
The data collection from individuals who are active employees/holders of a university 
degree, was from individuals who belonged to different industries and organizations, and this 
provided an important range of perceptions of organizational reality to interpret/compare 
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against new employees’ scores. It is noted that the scale is pending further validation 
exploration (i.e. intervention-based studies, job perfomance/tenure exploration, convergent 
validity, predictive validity), and the values presented in Study 5, are not yet to be used as 
definitive scoring/interpretation criteria. However, in future, the intended approach to score the 
ORP scale is by using benchmarks of experienced employees that can provide perceptions of 
organizational reality based in actual professional employment experience. Moreover, it is 
noted that each organization has minor and major variations compared to others when it comes 
to the work reality they manage. It is encouraged then, that when the ORP scale is employed 
in a given organizational setting, a benchmark of the scale is performed as well with 
experienced employees inside the organization. This procedure anticipates more accurate 
information which to compare against the results of new employees entering an organization. 
Study 5 also analysed the ORP factors in relation to active employees’ demographic 
information. Findings indicated a significant weak negative correlation between learning 
options and age, and a significant weak positive correlation between employee’s wellbeing and 
relevance of university degree for the current job. Additionally, Study 5 it examined the ORP 
factors’ scores in relation to measures of job related outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction and career 
commitment). Significant positive correlations were found between all the ORP factors and the 
job satisfaction scores. Such findings suggest the need of further exploration in a predictive 
validity study, as work expectations could predict job outcomes. For the career commitment 
measure, there were no significant correlations with any of the ORP factors. 
Study 5 also investigated the differences of ORP scores according to the generational 
cohort in which the sample of active employees was distributed (i.e. Baby boomers, Generation 
Y, and Generation X). The examination of the ORP factors in relation to generational cohorts 
was considered worth of study, since such categorization are linked to age, level of experience, 
work values, historical events, and therefore, perceptions. No significant differences were 
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found for any of the ORP factors, but further exploration of this is worthy of study with larger 
sample sizes per generation.  
In general, this research has mainly collected data from Generation Y or Millennials. 
Deal, Altman & Rogelberg (2010) highlight that research in the US has showed that Millennials 
do not want to make work the core aspect in their lives in the same way than past generations 
did. A practical implication from this, is that if people are not viewing work as central compared 
to other personal spheres, then they might invest less in it (Deal et al., 2010). Ng, Schweitzer 
and Lyons (2010) have also conducted similar research in Canada regarding the work and 
career preferences of Millennials, and also found that they look forward to a fulfilling life 
outside work. In this research, the findings suggest similarities with those two studies, as the 
employee’s wellbeing factor (that highlights the balance of the employee’s personal and 
professional life) had the highest correlations and more defined factor loadings across all 
studies. Is noted that the high correlations on this factor can also suggest that the items were 
more consistently written and more related to other ORP factors. In order to clarify the 
relevance of the employee’s wellbeing factor, and the other ORP factors, it is necessary (as 
noted before) to carry out a study directly focused on the weighing of factors. This would 
explore in more detail the theoretical postulates of  expectancy value theory (Feather, 1995) in 
relation to the ORP factors. 
7.1 Organizational Reality Perception and Perceived Organizational Support  
 One of the main findings of this research, was the nature of the four ORP factors that 
were identified during the EFA analysis. It should be remembered that the scale in its earliest 
version, after pooling and piloting items, was divided into 8 theoretical sections. After being 
tested, the highest correlations and item loadings showed 4 dimensions. In this sense, it is worth 
noting that employee’s wellbeing, career support, learning options and supervisor’s support are 
all factors indicative of a need for support. In this regard, for example, the employee’s 
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wellbeing factor’s content highlights the expectations around the organization in 
helping/supporting them to achieve a work-life balance. Career support is evidently about the 
expectations on opportunities for career advancement. Learning options, is about the 
expectations regarding availability of sources of information to successfully adapt to and 
perform better at work. Finally, supervisor’s support, is about the expectations of supervisors 
as figures of assistance and guidance. 
 The considerable inclination of the ORP scale toward sources of support, is indicative 
of its relation as a construct with organizational support theory and the perceived organizational 
support (POS) construct, defined by Eisenberger, Hungtington, Hutchinson and Sowa (1986) 
as: “beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their contribution and cares 
about their well-being” (p.501). Organizational support theory covers how individuals expect 
the organization’s readiness to reward their increased work effort, and the role of the 
supervisor’s favourable or unfavourable demeanour toward them as an indication of the 
organizational support that can be received by the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986; 
Levinson, 1965). The relationship of the ORP construct with the POS construct is an aspect 
requiring further research in a convergent validity study. 
7.2 Organizational Reality Perception and Psychological Contract 
The ORP construct and ORP scale might be of particular assistance for better 
understanding the functionality of the initial psychological contract. It has been discussed (e.g., 
Brotherton, 2009; Guest, 1996; Rousseau, 1990, 2001) how the psychological contract is of a 
tacit nature and not overtly negotiated. The ORP scale is by principle uncovering some of the 
unspoken aspects of the psychological contract, by being an instrument that identifies 
expectations in anticipation to organizational entry, and therefore, allowing for creating 
strategies that can prevent negative outcomes like dissonance or reality shock.  
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7.3 Sampling  
The sampling method employed throughout the research was snowball/networking 
sampling (Hibberts et al., 2012). It was purposive sampling (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016) as well, 
in the sense that it required a specific target population that fitted the criteria established by the 
researcher. In psychometric studies larger sample sizes provide more precise factor loadings 
and more stability across repeated sampling (McCallum et al., 1999). However, 
recommendations for EFA and CFA are often varied and contradictory (e.g. Cattell, 1978; 
Gorsuch, 1983; Guilford,1954; Kline 1979). EFA and CFA sample sizes were around 100 
people each which are considered on the edge or below recommendations. The test-retest study 
was carried out with 46 valid cases, this is a small sample size, and provides a poor statistical 
power to the test. The construct development chapter was carried out with 196 individuals (i.e. 
100-level n=62, 200-level n=49, 300-level n=85), this reported a statistical power of 0.58, 
below the recommended 0.80. The benchmarking study collected data from a small sample of 
71 valid cases, this restricts the drawing of firm conclusions regarding scoring values. 
It should be noted that both snowball sampling and purposive sampling are non-
probability sampling methods. In this sense, the results are only generalizable to the population 
of the specific characteristics sampled by the researcher (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016), that is work 
expectations of new employees who have completed a university degree. 
All studies collected samples having in mind the target participants in terms the nature 
and aims of the research.  However, it is not possible to claim that the samples are 
‘representative’ of the population studied. The use of other sampling methods (i.e. stratified 
sampling) would allow for better representativeness of the sample. For the samples used in the 
EFA, CFA and Test-retest studies, all participants were final-year university students. In regard 
to the sample used in Study 5, Fisher and Sandell (2015) have stated how in industrial and 
organizational (I/O) psychology research, representative samples are vital in order to draw 
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relevant conclusions, and that larger samples are not necessarily better or useful if they are not 
representative of the population a study aim to make conclusions about. According to Fisher 
and Sandell (2015) I/O research needs to aim to measure constructs that can be valid and 
reliable, and a key aspect for doing so is to sample representatively to measure those constructs. 
For example, in the case of the benchmarking sample, the 71 participants came from varied 
industries, organizations and professions, as variety is key for understanding the ample range 
of what organizational reality entails in the New Zealand context. 
7.4 The Use of Benchmarking Designs in I/O Psychology 
 Pindek and Spector (2016) have discussed the future of research methods in work and 
occupational health psychology. They have pointed out the need:  
To use more longitudinal and other design strategies that can be helpful for determining 
temporal sequence and temporal lag, but to do that most effectively, time frames need 
to be carefully chosen. One such approach is to study new employees, with baselines 
taken prior to their beginning the job. (Spector & Pindek, 2016, p. 425). 
In the same line of Pindek and Spector’s (2016) suggestions, this research used a 
benchmarking approach, which provided baselines regarding the same model of work 
expectations across different samples. This approach is particularly relevant for the purposes 
of this research, because ORP is assuming that an individual’s work and life transitions would 
entail different experiences and amount of experiences which provides with different lenses 
from which to perceive similar situations. ORP then, as a construct is expected to evidence 
differences in work perception, particularly in sensitive moments of life transitions. Having 
this in mind it is expected the ORP scale will show different results if applied to samples with 
significant demographic differences (e.g., age, year of university completion, amount of work 
experience). For example, in regard to the findings of this PhD research, significant differences 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               217 
   
were found between 100-level and 300 level students in the career support and learning options 
factor.  
7.5 ORP Scale Response Format 
 Regarding the 7-point response scale used with the ORP scale that ranges from 1=very 
unrealistic to 7=very realistic, it is noted that an 8-option corresponding to ‘not sure’ was added. 
Initially this option was used in the version of the questionnaire for the exploratory factor 
analysis study as ‘not applicable’, this was used to identify problematic items (i.e. poorly 
written, irrelevant or misunderstood).  
Subsequently in the following studies, the 8 option was maintained, although the ‘not 
applicable’ tag was changed to a ‘not sure’ tag because  ORP is asking respondents to assess 
situations that are yet to happen, ‘not applicable’ would imply the assessment based on an 
actual experience, while ‘not sure’ better reflects the rating of a future event. This measure was 
deemed important in the validation process, because as noted in Chapter 2, previous research 
(i.e. Alwin, 1992; Krosnick & Presser, 2010) has outlined that including more response options 
is beneficial for the respondent as it helps her/him to make fine distinctions in assessing an 
item. However, as reported in Table 33, no significant changes were evidenced in the dispersion 
of minimum and maximum scores between study 1 and study 2. 
Table 33 






 N Mean Minimum Maximum N Mean Minimum Maximum 
Employee's Wellbeing 101 4.18 1.00 6.80 93 4.46 1.60 6.80 
Career Support 101 5.16 2.25 7.00 93 5.37 2.75 6.75 
Learning Options 101 5.54 2.33 7.00 93 5.35 2.33 8.00 
Supervisor's Support 101 5.50 3.00 7.00 93 5.63 2.33 7.00 
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7.6 ORP in University Students and Employees 
 It is of relevance to consider the results obtained from Study 4 and Study 5. In Study 4 
the differences in ORP scores in three different levels of tertiary education were examined. In 
Study 5 the ORP scores in a sample of experienced employees were examined. By looking to 
the median scores of both studies (see Table 34 below), it is noted that in general all the samples 
corresponding to university students have lower scores than the group of active employees.  
Table 34 
Comparison of ORP Median Scores by Factor from the Samples of Study 4 and Study 5, 
Reported In the 7-Point Response Scale 
Factors 100-level students 200-level students 300-level students Employees 
Employees' wellbeing 4.00 4.20 3.80 5.00 
Career support 5.25 5.00 4.75 5.50 
Learning options 5.33 5.33 5.00 5.67 
Supervisor's support 5.33 5.33 5.33 5.67 
 
In Table 34, it is noted, that employees report larger scores’ means across factors than 
the three levels of students, however, the values obtained from the students’ sample are mainly 
allocated in the ‘neither realistic nor unrealistic’ (i.e. 4 to 5) response choice. Therefore, 
students’ results do not necessarily indicate that they are assessing situations as more unrealistic 
than experienced employees, but are more uncertain, or with less grounded basis of the aspects 
assessed by the ORP.  
7.7 New Zealand Reality 
Attention to the specific context in which this research took place should be given. 
Previous research (Arthur, Inkson & Pringle, 1999) regarding career types in New Zealand has 
noted that this country is:  
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Representative in population make-up, economic development, and political fashion of 
the western block of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) of which it is member. The data reported are, therefore, representative of the 
career context of developed economies, and directly relevant to an international 
audience. (Preface). 
 Arthur et al. (1999) researched the adoption of boundaryless and protean career 
approaches in the New Zealand context and found that New Zealand proved to be an 
environment where workers tend to take charge of their own careers, and in which mobility 
and self-direction has been strongly assumed by the members of society. Hall (2004) also 
carried out research in New Zealand regarding the characteristics of the protean career and said 
that: “New Zealand is a sort of natural laboratory because of the fundamental transformation 
of the economy in the last decade and a half, from a planned socialized economy to a free 
market economy” (p.10). 
Having presented these considerations from empirical studies developed by previous 
researchers in the New Zealand context, it is possible to argue how research oriented to career 
and professional development in this country might be representative of developed economies 
and also western oriented economies. In other words, empirical findings in New Zealand, are 
likely transferable and applicable to similar contexts. This is of importance for the present 
research as the studies carried out here employ individuals working, studying and living in New 
Zealand. Thus, it is anticipated that the results obtained by this research could have potential 
and real implications and applications for newcomers in contexts outside the New Zealand 
borders.  
7.8 Future Research 
As addressed before, this PhD thesis has reported some stages of the ORP scale 
validation, that is, construct validity (i.e. Study 1 and 2), temporal stability (Study 3) and 
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exploration of the nomological network of the construct (Study 4 and 5). Studies addressing 
convergent and predictive validity are yet to be developed. 
The anticipatory source of socialization studied (i.e. university academic progression) 
would be better explored though a longitudinal study which can follow the evolution of work 
expectations through different years of university study, and ideally through the first year of 
professional employment after graduation. In Study 5, significant positive correlations between 
job satisfaction and the four ORP factors were reported. Such findings need to be further 
explored in a predictive validity study, this assessment would also require a longitudinal 
approach, monitoring employees from organizational entry through at least the first year of 
employment, by analysing ORP scores at the beginning of job tenure and job related outcomes 
after 1 year in the job.  
Exploration of convergent validity is also necessary. The four ORP factors’ content is 
indicative of perceived organizational support (POS), and although the timing of the aspects 
measured is different (i.e. POS measures already experienced organizational support and ORP 
is assessing aspects yet to be lived), the content is related. To clarify the degree of relation 
between these two constructs, a convergent validity study is necessary. Also, a study exploring 
measures of social desirability/impression management and ORP responses is needed. 
Additionally, it would be worth to study the ORP construct in other cultures and in 
further research in experienced samples. About the later, Study 5 was an endeavour in that 
direction, but more exploration is needed to understand the change of work expectations in 
experienced professionals undergoing work transitions and resocializations processes. 
7.8.1 Interventions. 
Intervention-based studies would also be relevant to understand the practical 
implications of the use of the ORP scale. For example, Wanous and Reichers (2000) and Fan 
and Wanous (2008) have proposed the Realistic Orientation Programs for new Employees 
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Stress (ROPES) as an intervention program for the orientation stage (i.e. covering the first week 
from organizational entry), in which the aim is to reduce the stress associated with entering a 
new work environment. Wanous and Reichers (2000) noted that orientation differed from 
socialization, as the first takes place during a brief period of time, while the latter is considered 
an ongoing process more difficult to monitor.  
ROPES specifically aim to include realistic information, provide support and 
reassurance to newcomers, use  behaviour modelling for training, teach self-control of thoughts 
and feelings, and address adequately specific stressors depending on who the newcomer is 
(Wanous, 2000). Fan and Wanous (2008) tested empirically this approach with a sample of 72 
Asian international graduates entering the same university for the autumn quarter (i.e, 
sojourners whose stay in another country is temporary). Two identical sessions were 
performed, and participants were monitored 4 times after the orientation (Fan & Wanous; 
2008). Results showed that when compared to individuals exposed to the traditional orientation 
program, individuals going through ROPES reported lower pre-entry expectations, felt less 
stressed and had higher levels of social and academic adjustment (Fan & Wanous; 2008). 
Wesson and Gogus (2005) also conducted a study which found that a computer-based approach 
during newcomer orientation, had negative effects in dimensions that require more social 
interaction (i.e. people, politics, organizational goals and values). Similarly, Cooper-Thomas 
et al. (2014) found that general socializing and role modelling were the strongest predictors of 
learning. These findings support the ROPES approach. 
In interventions, the implementation of the ORP information would contribute to the 
ROPES approach by helping to address specific stressors that can vary from newcomer to 
newcomer given the organizational conditions he/she will face.  
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7.9 Researcher’s learnings 
 As researcher there is a great deal you get to learn and relearn about. One of the most 
interesting things for me was to conduct research in a context I am not native of, and thus, the 
understanding of that context without losing my own cultural lenses was a process that 
accompanied me through all the PhD process. Particularly, when conducting a psychometric 
investigation, the definition of everything is fundamental, from the construct measured to the 
operational variables. As much as that process is reflected upon and discussed, there is always 
room for multiple interpretation of the content. Another fundamental aspect from any study, 
but particularly a quantitative study, is to compel and obtain participation from ideally large 
samples. This proved to be a challenging point, both in terms of application (i.e. internet-based 
or paper-based questionnaire), and the extent of content of the aspects measured (i.e. long vs 
short time-frame of survey completion).  
In summary, this research introduced the Organizational Reality Perception (ORP) 
construct, and reported the development and initial validation stages of the ORP scale. Further 
research is required to investigate the network of variables associated with ORP.  That is, 
studies researching convergent, discriminant and predictive validity need to be undertaken. 
Also, implications of the ORP scale in different cultural settings are worthy of research 
attention. The findings presented here, suggest that four distinctive factors represent the work 
expectations of newcomer graduates in New Zealand, and that measurement of these factors 
may help organizations socialize newcomers into work. 
  
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               223 
   
8.  References 
Anastasi, A., & Urbina, S. (1997). Psychological testing. US: Prentice Hall. 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1984). The effect of sampling error on convergence, 
improper solutions, and goodness-of-fit indices for maximum likelihood confirmatory 
factor analysis. Psychometrika, 49, 155-173. 
Anderson, T. W., & Rubin, H. (1956). Statistical inference in factor analysis. In Proceedings 
of the Third Berkeley Symposium (Vol. 5). Berkeley, CA: University of California 
Press. 
Anderson; N. & Schalk, R. (1998). The psychological contract in retrospect and prospect. 
Journal of Organizational Behaviour, 19, 637-647. 
Alwin (1992). Information transmission in the survey interview: Number of response 
categories and the reliability of attitude measurement. Sociological Methodology, 22, 
83-118. DOI: 10.2307/270993 https://www.jstor.org/stable/270993 
Ahire, S.L., Golhar, D.Y., & Waller, M.A. (1996). Development and Validation of TQM 
Implementation Constructs. Decision Sciences, 27(1), 23-56. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.1996.tb00842.x 
Argyris, C. (1960). Understanding organizational behaviour. Homewood, Il: Dorsey. 
Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through 
the twenties. American Psychologist, 55, 469–480. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-
066X.55.5.469 
Arnett, J. J. (2004). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from late teens through the 
twenties. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. 
Arrindell, W. A., & Van der Ende. J. (1985). An empirical test of the utility of the observations-
to-variables ratio in factor and components analysis. Applied Psychological 
Measurement, 9, 165-178. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               224 
   
Arthur, M. B., & Rousseau, D. M. (Eds.). (1996). The boundaryless career: a new employment 
principle for a new organizational era. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Arthur, M.B., Inkson, K., Pringle, J.K. (1999). The New Careers. London: Sage Publications 
ltd. 
Ashford, S.J., & Black, J.S. (1996). Proactivity during organizational entry: The role of desire 
for control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81 (2), 199-214. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.2.199 
Atkinson, J.W. (1957). Motivational determinants of risk-taking behavior. Psychological 
Review, 64 (6), 359-372. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0043445 
Atkinson, J. W., & Feather, N. T. (Eds.). (1966). A theory of achievement motivation. New 
York: Wiley. 
Bargsted, M. (2017). Impact of personal competencies and market value of type of occupation 
over objective employability and perceived career opportunities of young professionals. 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 33, 115-123, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rpto.2017.02.003 
Barnett, K. (2012). Student interns’ socially constructed work realities: Narrowing the work 
expectation-reality gap. Business Communication Quarterly, 75, 271-290. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1080569912441360 
Barnette, J. J. (2000). Effects of stem and Likert response option reversals on survey internal 
consistency: If you feel the need, there is a better alternative to using those negatively 
worded stems. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(3), 361-370. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970592 
Barrett, P. T., & Kline. P. (1981). The observation to variable ratio in factor analysis. 
Personality Study in Group Behavior, 1, 23-33. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               225 
   
Bauer, T.N. & Green, S.G. (1998). Testing the combined effects of newcomer information 
seeking and manager behavior on socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(1), 
72-83. 
Bauer, T.  N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D.  M., & Tucker, J.  S. (2007). Newcomer 
adjustment during organizational socialization:  A meta-analytic review of antecedents, 
outcomes, and methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 707-721. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707 
Bauer, T. & Erdogan, B. (2014). Delineating and Reviewing the Role of Newcomer Capital in 
Organizational Socialization. The Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 
Organizational Behavior, 439-457. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091251 
Bearden, W. 0., Sharma, S., & Teel, J. E. (1982). Sample size effects on chi square and other 
statistics used in evaluating causal models. Journal of Marketing Research, 19, 425-
430. 
Becker, H.S., & Strauss, A.L. (1956). Career, Personality, and Adult Socialization. American 
Journal of Sociology, 62 (3), 253-263. 
Becker, G. (2000). Coefficient alpha: Some terminological ambiguities and related 
misconceptions. Psychological Report, 86, 365-372. 
Bennett, G.K., Seashore, H.G., & Wesman, A.G. (1962). Differential Aptitude Tests. New 
York: Psychological Corporation.  
Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of 
covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588-606. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588 
Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin, 
107(2), 238-246. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               226 
   
Berlew, D.E., & Hall, D.T. (1964). The management of tension in organization: Some 
preliminary findings. Industrial Management Review, 6(1), 31-40. 
Beyer, J. M., & Hannah, D.R. (2002). Building on the Past: Enacting Established Personal 
Identities in a New Work Setting. Organization Science, 13(6), 636-652. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.13.6.636.495 
Biemer, P.P., Groves, R.M., Lyberg, L.E., Mathiowetz, N. A., & Sudman, S. (1991). 
Measurement Errors in Surveys. United States of America: Wiley Inter-Science 
Blau, P.M. (1967). Exchange and Power in Social Life. New York: Wiley.  
Blau, G. (1989). Testing generalizability of a career commitment measure and its impact on 
employee turnover. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 35, 88–103. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.1989.4977932 
Boomsma, A. (1982). Robustness of LISREL against small sample sizes in factor analysis 
models. In K. G. Joreskog & H.Wold (Eds.) Systems under indirect observation: 
Causality, structure, prediction (Part I) (pp. 149-173). Amsterdam: North-Holland. 
Bowen, D.E., Bedford, G.E., and Natahn, B.R. (1991). Hiring for the organization, not the job. 
Academy of Management Executive. 5, 35-51. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1991.4274747 
Bower, M. (1966). The will to manage. New York: McGraw Hill. 
Boyle, G. J. (1991). Does item homogeneity indicate internal consistency or item redundancy 
in psychometric scales? Personality and Individual Differences, 12(3), 3291-294. 
doi:10.1016/0191-8869(91)90115-R 
Boswell, W. R., Boudreau, J. W., & Tichy, J. (2005). The relationship between employee job 
change and job satisfaction: The honeymoon-hangover effect. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 90(5), 882-892. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.882 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               227 
   
Boswell, W. R., Shipp, A. J., Payne, S. C., & Culbertson, S. S. (2009). Changes in newcomer 
job satisfaction over time: Examining the pattern of honeymoons and hangovers. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(4), 844. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014975 
Brace, N., Snelgar, R., & Kemp, R. (2012). SPSS for psychologists. New York: Psychology 
Press 
Brady, F. N., & Wheeler, G. E. (1996). An empirical study of ethical predispositions. Journal 
of Business Ethics, 15, 927–940. 
Bravo, M.J., Peiró, J.M., Rodriguez, I. and Whitely, W.T. (2003). Social antecedents of the 
role stress and career-enhancing strategies of newcomers to organizations: A 
longitudinal study. An International Journal of Work, Health and Organizations, 17(3), 
195-217. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370310001625658 
Breaugh, J. A., & Colihan, J. P. (1994). Measuring facets of job ambiguity: Construct validity 
evidence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(2), 191–203. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.2.191 
Brett, J.M., Feldman, D.C, & Weingart, L.R. (1990). Feedback-Seeking Behavior of New Hires 
and Job Changers. Journal of Management, 16(4), 737-749. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600406 
Bretz, R.D., & Judge, T.A. (1998). Realistic job previews: A test of the adverse self-selection 
hypothesis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(2), 330-337. 
Brotherton, C. (2009). The psychological contract. England: Christeen George. 
Brown, M., Trevino, L.K., & Harrison, D.A. (2005). Ethical leadership: A social learning 
perspective for construct development and testing. Organizational behaviour and 
human decision processes, 97, 117-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.03.002 
Brown, T.A. (2006). Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Applied Research. New York: The 
Guilford Press. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               228 
   
Browne, M.W. & Cudeck, M. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In Bollen, K.A. 
& Long, S.J (Eds). Testing Structural Equations Models. United States: Sage 
Publications, Inc. 
Buckley, M.R., Fedor, D.B., Veres, J.G., Wiese, D.S., & Carraher, S.M. (1998). Investigating 
newcomer expectations and job-related outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
83(3), 452-461. 
Buckley, M. R., Harvey, M. G., & Novicevic, M. M. (2007). The role of realistic job previews 
and expectation lowering procedures for expatriate managers. Journal of Diversity 
Management, 2(3), 13–22. 
Cable, D. M., Aiman-Smith, L., Mulvey, P. W., & Edwards, J. R. (2000). The sources and 
accuracy of job applicants’ beliefs about organizational culture. Academy of 
Management Journal, 43, 1076–1085. https://doi.org/10.5465/1556336 
Callanan, G., & Benzing, C. (2004). Assessing the role of internships in the career-oriented 
employment of graduating college students. Education & Training, 46, 82–89. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/00400910410525261 
Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesh, J. (1983). Assessing the attitudes and 
perceptions of organizational members. In S. Seashore, E. Lawler, P. Mirvis, & C. 
Cammann (Eds.), Assessing organizational change: A guide to methods, measures and 
practices. New York: John Wiley. 
Carbery, R., Garavan, T.N., O’Brien, F., McDonnell, J. (2003). Predicitng hotel managers’ 
turnover cognitions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 18(7), 649-679. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940310502377 
Carr, J.C., Pearson, A.W., Vest, M.J., & Boyar, S.L. (2006). Prior Occupational Experience, 
Anticipatory Socialization, and Employment Retention. Journal of Management, 32(3), 
343-359. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305280749 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               229 
   
Carver, C.S. & Scheier, M.F. (1982). Control theory: A useful conceptual framework for 
personality-social, clinical and health psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 92(1), 111-
135. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.92.1.111 
Cattell, R.B., & Cattell, A.K.S. (1959). The Culture Fair Test. Champaign: IPAT  
Cattell, R.B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioural 
Research, 1(2), 245-276. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr0102_10 
Cattell, R. B. (1978). The scientific use of factor analysis. New York: Plenum. 
Chao, G.T., O’Leary-Kelly, M.L., Wolf, S., Klein, H.J., Gardiner, & Phillip, D. (1994). 
Organizational socialization: Its contents and consequences. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 79(5), 730-743. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.5.730 
Charnley E. (1999) Occupational stress in the newly qualified staff nurse. Nursing Standard, 
13, 33–36. 
Chen, J. & Eldridge, D. (2011). The missing link in newcomer adjustment: The role of 
perceived organizational support and leader-member exchange. International Journal 
of Organizational Analysis, 19, 71-88. https://doi.org/10.1108/19348831111121312 
Cronbach, L. J. (1950). Further evidence on response sets and test design. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 10, 3-31. 
Clause, C. (n.d.). Traditionalist generation: Definition and characteristics. Study.com. 
Retrieved from http://study.com/academy/lesson/traditionalist-generation-definition-
characteristics-quiz.html 
Coco, M. (2000). Internships: A try before you buy arrangement. SAM Advanced Management 
Journal, 65, 41–47.  
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, 
NJ: Erlbaum. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               230 
   
Conway, N. and Briner, R. (2005) Understanding Psychological Contracts at Work. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 
Coon, J.C., & Rapp, J.T. (2017). Application of multiple baseline designs in behaviour analytic 
research: Evidence for the influence of new guidelines. Behavioral Intervention, 1-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bin.1510 
Cooper-Thomas, H. D., & Anderson, N. (2002). Newcomer adjustment: The relationship 
between organizational socialization tactics, information acquisition and attitudes. 
Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 75(4), 423-437. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317902321119583 
Cooper-Thomas, H.D. (2006). Organizational socialization: A new theoretical model and 
recommendations for future research and HRM practices in organizations. Journal of 
Managerial Psychology, 21(5), 492-516. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940610673997 
Cooper-Thomas, H.D., Paterson, N. L., Stadler M.J., & Saks, A.M. (2014). The relative 
importance of proactive behaviors and outcomes for predicting newcomer learning, 
well-being, and work engagement. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 84(3), 318-331. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.02.007 
Cortina, M.J. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and applications. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 78 (1), 98-104. 
Crocker, L., & Algina, J. (1986). Introduction to Classical & Modern Test Theory. United 
States of America: Haircourt Brace Jovanovich.  
Cronbach, L.J., & Meehl, P.E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. Psychological 
Bulletin, 52(4), 281-302. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0040957 
D’Abate, C. P. (2010). Developmental interactions for business students: Do they make a 
difference? Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 17, 143–155. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051810370795 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               231 
   
Dailey, S.L. (2016). What happens before full-time employment? Internships as a mechanism 
of anticipatory socialization. Western Journal of Communication, 80(4), 453-480. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2016.1159727 
Deal, J.J., Altman, D.G., Rogelberg, S.G. (2010). Millenials at work: What we know and what 
we need to do (If anything). Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 191-199. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9208-z 
Deal, T. E., & Kennedy, A. A. (1982). Corporate cultures: The rites and rituals of corporate 
life. Reading: Addison-Wesley. 
Dean, R., Ferris, K., and Konstans, C. (1998). Occupational reality shock and organizational 
commitment: evidence from the accounting profession. Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, 3(3), 235-250. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(88)90002-5 
Delobbe, N., Cooper‐Thomas, H. D., & De Hoe, R. (2016). A new look at the psychological 
contract during organizational socialization: The role of newcomers' obligations at 
entry. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(6), 845-867. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2078 
Derber, C. (1978). Unemployment and the entitled worker: Job-entitlement and radical political 
attitudes among the youthful unemployed. Social Problems, 26, 26–37. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/800430 
De Vellis, R.F. (2017). Scale development: Theory and applications. US: SAGE 
De Simone, S. (2015). Expectancy Value Theory: Motivating Healthcare Workers. American 
International Journal of Contemporary Research, 5(2), 19-23. 
De Vos, A., Buyens, D & Schalk, R. (2003). Psychological contract development during 
organizational socialization: adaptation to reality and the role of reciprocity. Journal of 
Organizational Behaviour, 24(5), 537-559. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.205 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               232 
   
Dhar, R. L. (2013). Reality shock: Experiences of Indian information technology (IT) 
professionals. Work: Journal of Prevention, Assessment & Rehabilitation, 46, 251–262. 
Dill, J.S. & Craft Morgan, J. (2018). Employability among low-skill workers: Organizational 
expectations and practices in the US health care sector. Human Relations, 71(7), 1001-1022. 
DOI: 10.1177/0018726717734035 journals.sagepub.com/home/hum 
Dunning, D., Heath, C., & Suls, J. M. (2004). Flawed self-assessment implications for health, 
education, and the workplace. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 5(3), 69-
106. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-1006.2004.00018.x 
Eccles, J. (1983). Expectancies, values and academic behaviors. In J. T. Spence (Ed.), 
Achievement and achievement motives (pp. 75-146). San Francisco: Freeman. 
Eccles, J. S., & Barber, B. L. (1999). Student council, volunteering, basketball or marching 
band: What kind of extracurricular involvement matters? Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 14, 10-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558499141003 
Eisenberger, R., Hungtington, R., Hutchison, S., Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived Organizational 
Support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 500-507. 
Erikson, E.H. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. New York: Norton. 
Everitt, B. S. (1975). Multivariate analysis: The need for data, and other problems. British 
Journal of Psychiatry, 126, 237-240. 
Fabrigar, L., & Wegener, D. (2012). Exploratory Factor Analysis. United States of America: 
Oxford University Press. 
Fan, J. & Wanous, J.P. (2008), “Organizational and cultural entry: a new type of orientation 
program for multiple boundary crossings”. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1390-400. 
Feather, N.T. (1988). Values, valences and course enrolment: testing the role of personal values 
within an expectancy-valence framework. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(3), 
381-391. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.80.3.381 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               233 
   
Feather, N.T. (1995). Values, valences, and choice: The influence of values on the perceived 
attractiveness and choice of alternatives. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
68(6), 1135-1151. 
Feather, N. T. (2005) Values, religion and motivation. In M. L. Maehr & S. A. Karabenick 
(Eds), Advances in motivation and achievement: Motivation and Religion (pp. 35–73). 
JAI Press. 
Feij, J. A., Whitely, W. T., Peiro, J. M., & Taris, T. W. (1995). The development of career-
enhancing strategies and content innovation - a longitudinal-study of new workers. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 46(3), 231-256. 
Feij, J. A. (1998). Work socialization of young people. In P. J. D. Drenth, H. Thierry, & C. J. 
De Wolf (Eds.), Handbook of work and organizational psychology (pp. 207-256). 
Hove, UK: Psychology Press/Erlbaum. 
Feldman, D. (1981). The multiple socialization of organizational members. Academy of 
Management Review, 6(3), 9-18. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1981.4287859 
Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using SPSS: and sex and drugs and rock ‘n’ roll. Los 
Angeles: Sage. 
Fields, D.L. (2002). Taking the measure of work: A guide to validated scales for organizational 
research and diagnosis. US: SAGE.  
Fisher, C. D. (1986) Organizational socialization: An integrative review. In K. M. Rowland & 
G. K. Ferris (Eds.), Research in personnel and human resources management, 4,101-
145, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press 
Fisher, G.G. & Sandell, K. (2015). Sampling in Industrial-Organizational Psychology 
Research: Now What? Journal of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8 (2), 232-
237. https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.31 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               234 
   
Fisk, G.M. (2009). “I want it all and I want it now!” An examination of the etiology, expression, 
and escalation of excessive employee entitlement. Human Resource Management 
Review, 20(2), 102-114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.11.001 
Floyd, F.J., & Widaman, K.F. (1995). Factor analysis in the development and refinement of 
clinical refinement of clinical assessments instruments. Psychological Assessment, 7 
(3), 286-299. 
Fouad, N.A., & Bynner, J. (2008). Work Transitions. American Psychologist, 63 (4), 241-251. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.4.241 
Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Cambridge, MA: 
Cambridge University Press. 
Furr, M. R., & Bacharach, V.R. (2008). Psychometrics: An Introduction. US: SAGE. 
Gannon, K.M., & Ostrom, T.M. (1996). How meaning is given to rating scales: The effects of 
response language on category activation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
32(4), 337-360. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1996.0016 
Garavan, T. & Morley, M. (1997). The socialization of high-potential graduates into the 
organization. Initial expectations, experiences and outcomes. Journal of Managerial 
Psychology, 12(2), 118-137. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683949710164208 
George, C. (2009). Making sense of career choices. Unpublished report. 
Gibson, C., Hardy, J., Baur, J., Frink, D. & Buckley, R. (2015). Expectation-based 
interventions for expatriates. International Journal of Cultural Relations, 49, 332-342. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2015.06.001 
Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American 
Sociological Review, 25, 161-178. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2092623 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               235 
   
Graen, G., Orris, J.B., & Johnson, T.W. (1973). Role assimilation processes in a complex 
organization. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 3, 395-420. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(73)90053-5 
Green, S.B. (2003). A coefficient alpha for test-retest data. Psychological Methods, 8(1), 88-
101. DOI: 10.1037/1082-989X.8.1.8888 
Greenberger, E., & Steinberg, L. (1986). When teenagers work: The psychological and social 
costs of adolescent employment. New York: Basic Books. 
Gruman, J.A., Saks, A.M., & Zweig, D.I. (2006). Organizational socialization tactics and 
newcomer proactive behaviors: An integrative study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
69(1), 90-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2006.03.001 
Gibson, R. (2013). Definition of Generation Y. Generation Y. Retrieved from 
http://www.generationy.com/definition/ 
Gibbard, K., Griep, Y., De Cooman, R., Hoffart, G., Onen, D., & Zareipour, H. (2017). One 
big happy family? Unraveling the relationship between shared perceptions of team 
psychological contracts, person-team fit and team performance. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 9, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01966 
Gkorezis, P.  & Kastritsi, A. (2016). Employee expectations and intrinsic motivation: work-
related boredom as a mediator. Employee Relations, 39(1), 100-111, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-02-2016-0025 
Goh, S., & Richards, G. (1997). Benchmarking the Learning Capability of Organizations. 
European Management Journal, 15(5), 575-583. 
Gottlieb, D. Processes of Socialization in American Graduate Schools. Social Forces, 40, 124-
131, https://doi.org/10.2307/2574290 
Grimes, G. (2011, May 23). How Generation X works. Howstuffworks.com. Retrieved from 
http://people.howstuffworks.com/culture-traditions/generation-gaps/generation x.htm 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               236 
   
Guest, D. (1998). Is the psychological contract worth taking seriously? Journal of 
Organizational Behaviour, 19, 649-664. 
Guilford, J. P. (1954). Psychometric methods (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Haig, B.D. (2005). Exploratory factor analysis, theory generation, and scientific method. 
Multivariate Behavioural Research, 40 (3), 303-329. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr4003_2 
Haig, B.D. (2015). Feedback on PhD proposal ‘Development and Validation of the 
Organizational Reality Perception Scale’. Unpublished. 
Hall, D.T. (2002). Careers In and Out of Organizations. California: SAGE Publications. 
Hall, D. T. (2004). The protean career: A quarter-century journey. Journal of Vocational 
Behaviour, 65, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.10.006 
Harrington, D. (2009). Confirmatory Factor Analysis. United States of America: Oxford 
University Press. 
Hatmaker, D.M., & Hee Park, H. (2014). Who Are All These People? Longitudinal Changes 
in New Employee Social Networks Within a State Agency. The American Review of 
Public Administration, 44(6), 718-739. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0275074013481843 
Haueter, J. A., Macan, T. H., & Winter, J. (2003). Measurement of newcomer socialization: 
Construct validation of a multidimensional scale. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
63(1), 20-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(02)00017-9 
Heathfield, S. M. (n.d.). Baby Boomers. About Money. Retrieved from 
http://humanresources.about.eom/od/glossaryb/g/boomers.htm 
Hemphill, J.F. (2003). Interpreting the Magnitudes of Correlation Coeffcients. American 
Psychologist. Vol 58 (1), 78-80. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.1.78 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               237 
   
Herriot, P. (1996). Applying the Contracting Model in an Organisation, Paper workshop 
'Changes in psychological contracts', Lezing workshop 'Changes in psychological 
contracts'. Tilburg, WORC, December 1996. 
Hibberts, M., Johnson, R.B., and Hudson, K. (2012). Common Survey Sampling Techniques. 
In handbook of Survey Methodology for the Social Sciences. New York: Springer 
Hogan, T. P., Benjamin, A., & Brezinski, K. L. (2000). Reliability methods: A note on the 
frequency of use of various types.  Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60, 
523-531. https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970691 
Holmes Finch, W., Immekus, J.C., & French, B.F. (2016). Applied Psychometrics Using SPSS 
and AMOS. United States of America: Information Age Publishing Inc. 
Hughes, G.D. (2009). The Impact of Incorrect Responses to Reverse-Coded Survey Items. 
Research in the Schools, 16(2), 76-88. 
Hultell, D., & Gustavsson, J. P. (2011). Factors affecting burnout and work engagement in 
teachers when entering employment. Work: Journal of Prevention, Assessment & 
Rehabilitation, 40 (1), 85–98. 
Jablin, F. M. (1985). An exploratory study of vocational organizational socialization. Southern 
Speech Communication Journal, 50, 261-282. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10417948509372635 
Jablin, F.M., & Putnam, L.L. (2000). The new handbook of organizational communication. 
US: SAGE Publications. 
Jackson, P. R., Wall, T. D., Martin, R., & Davids, K. (1993). New measures of job control, 
cognitive demand, and production responsibility. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(5), 
753–762.  
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               238 
   
Jodl, K. M., Michael, A., Malanchuk, O., Eccles, J. S., & Sameroff, A. (2001). Parents’ roles 
in shaping early adolescents’ occupational aspirations. Child Development, 72, 1247-
1265. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00345 
Jones, G. R. (1986). Socialization tactics, self-efficacy, and newcomers’ adjustments to 
organizations.  Academy of Management Journal, 29, 262-279. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/256188 
Kaplan, R., & Sacuzzo, D.P. (2017). Psychological testing: Principles, applications and issues. 
USA: CENGAGE Learning 
Kakarika, M., González-Gomez; H.V., & Dimitriades, Z. (2017). That wasn't our deal: A 
psychological contract perspective on employee responses to bullying. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 100, 43-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.005 
Katz, D. and Kahn, R. L. (1978). The Social Psychology of Organizations, 2nd edn, Wiley, 
New York. 
Kammeyer-Mueller, J, Wanberg, C., Rubenstein, A., & Song, Z. (2013). Support, undermining, 
and newcomer socialization: Fitting in during the first 90 days. Academy of 
Management Journal, 56(4), 1104-1124. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0791 
Katzell, R., & Austin, T. (1992). From then to now: The development of industrial-
organizational psychology in the United States. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77(6), 
803-835. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.6.803 
Kelloway, E.K., & Harvey, S. (1999). Learning to work: The development of work beliefs. In 
J. Barling & E.K. Kelloway (Eds), Young workers: Varieties of experience (pp. 37-57). 
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Kim, H. & Cho, Y. (2012). Pre-service teachers’ motivation, sense of teaching efficacy, and 
expectation of reality shock. Asian-Pacific Journal of Teaching Education, 42(1), 67-
68. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866X.2013.855999 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               239 
   
Klemme, R. and Bell, A. (2013). Newcomer Adjustment Among Recent College Graduates: 
An Integrative Literature Review. Human Resource Development Review, 12, 284-307, 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484313475869 
Kline, P. (1979). Psychometrics and psychology. London: Academic Press. 
Kline, P. (1994). An easy guide to factor analysis. New York: Routledge 
Kline, P. (2000). Handbook of Psychological Testing. Great Britain: Routledge. 
Kodama, M. (2017). Functions of career resilience against reality shock, focusing on full time 
employees during their first year of work. Japanese Psychological Research, 59(4), 
255-265. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpr.12161 
Kong, D.T., & Jolly P.M. (2018). A stress model of psychological contract violation among 
ethnic minority employees. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 1-15. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000235 
Korte, R., Brunhaver, S., and Sheppard, S. (2015). (Mis)Interpretations of Organizational 
Socialization: The Expectations and Experiences of Newcomers and Managers. Human 
Resources Development Quarterly, 26(2), 185-208. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21206 
Kotter, J.P. (1973). The psychological contract: Managing the Joining-Up Process. California 
Management Review, 15(3), 91-99. https://doi.org/10.2307/41164442 
Kramer M. (1974). Reality Shock: Why Nurses Leave Nursing. St Louis: Mosby Company. 
Kramer, M., Maguire, P., Bewer, B.B. (2011). Clinical nurses in Magnet hospital confirm 
productive, healthy unit work environments. Journal of Nursing Management, 19(1), 
5-17. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2010.01211.x 
Kramer, M. W., & Miller, V. D. (2013). Socialization and assimilation: Theories, processes, 
and outcomes. In L. L. Putnam & D. K. Mumby (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of 
organizational communication: Advances in theory, research, and methods (525-547). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               240 
   
Krosnick, J.A., Presser, S. (2010). Question and Questionnaire Design. In Marsden, P.V. & 
Wright, J.D. (Eds.), Handbook of Survey Research. UK: Emerald. 
Lamertz, K. (2002). The social construction of fairness: social influence and sense making in 
organizations. Journal of Organizational Behaviour, 23(1), 19-37. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.128 
Lawler, E. E., Kuleck, W.J., Rhode, J.G. & Sorensen, J. E. (1975). Job Choice and Post 
Decision Dissonance. Organizational Behaviour and Human Performance, 13(1), 133-
145. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90009-4 
Lawler, E.E. (1994). From job‐based to competency‐based organizations. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 15(1), 3-15.  https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030150103 
Leikas, S & Salmela-Aro, K. (2014). Personality types during transition to young adulthood: 
How are they related to life situation and well-being? Journal of Adolescence, 37, 753 
-762.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.01.003 
Lessards, J., Greenberger, E., Chen, C., & Farruggia, S. (2011). Are youths’ feelings of 
entitlement always “bad”? Evidence for a distinction between exploitive and 
nonexploitive dimensions of entitlement. Journal of Adolescence, 34, 521–529. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.05.014 
Levine, K. J., & Hoffner, C. A. (2006). Adolescents’ conceptions of work: What is learned 
from different sources during anticipatory socialization? Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 21, 647-669. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0743558406293963 
Levinson, H., Price, C.R., Munden, K.J. et al (1962). Men, Management and Mental Health. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Likert, R. (1932). A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives of Psychology,140, 
4-55. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               241 
   
Loughlin, C., & Barling, J. (2001). Young workers’ work values, attitudes, and behaviours. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 74, 543-558. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317901167514 
Louis, M.R. (1980). Surprise and Sense Making: What Newcomers Experience in Entering 
Unfamiliar Organizational Settings. Administrative Science Quarterly, 25 (2), 226-251. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2392453 
MacNeil, J.R. (1985). Relational contract: what we do and do not know. Wisconsin Law review, 
3, 483-525. 
Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the 
reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 13, 103-123. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202 
March, J. & Simon, H. (1958). Organizations. John Wiley: New York 
Marcia, J. E. (1966). Development and validation of ego-identity status. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 3, 551–558. http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0023281 
Marsh, H. W., Hau, K.-T., Balla, J. R., & Grayson, D. (1998). Is more ever too much? The 
number of indicators per factor in confirmatory factor analysis. Multivariate Behavioral 
Research, 33(2), 181-220. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3302_1 
Maxwell, N.L., Rotz, D., and Garcia, C. (2016). Data and Decision Making: Same 
Organization, Different Perception; Different Organizations, Different Perceptions. 
American Journal of Evaluation, 37 (4), 463-485. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1098214015623634 
Mc Callum, R.C, Widaman, K.F., Zhang, S. and Hong, S. (1999). Sample Size in Factor 
Analysis. Psychological Methods, 4(1), 84-99.  
McGrath, R.E. (2005). Quantitative Models in Psychology. Washington: American 
Psychological Association. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               242 
   
Melamed, S., Ben-Avi, I., Luz, J., & Green, M. S. (1995). Objective and subjective work 
monotony: Effects on job satisfaction, psychological distress, and absenteeism in blue-
collar workers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 29–42. 
Moorman, R. H., & Blakely, G. L. (1995). Individualism-collectivism as an individual 
difference predictor of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 16, 127–142. 
Morse, B.J., & Popovich, P.M. (2009). Realistic recruitment practices in organizations: The 
potential benefits of generalized expectancy calibration. Human Resource Management 
Review, 19(1), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.09.002 
Mortimer, J. T., & Finch, M. D. (1996). Work, family, and adolescent development. In J. T. 
Mortimer & M. D. Finch (Eds.), Adolescents, work, and family: An intergenerational 
developmental analysis (pp. 1-24). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Miller, G.A., & Wager, W.L. (1971). Adult Socialization, Organizational Structure, and Role 
Orientations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 6(2), 151-163, 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2391825 
McIntyre, R.M., Bartle, S.A., & Landis, D. (2002). The effects of equal opportunity fairness 
attitudes on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and perceived work group 
efficacy. Military Psychology, 14(4), 299-319. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327876MP1404_5 
Nardi, P. M. (2003). Doing survey research: A guide to quantitative methods. Boston, MA: 
Allyn and Baco 
Neter, J., Wasserman, W. & Kutner, M. H. (1989). Applied Linear Regression Models. 
Homewood, IL: Irwin. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               243 
   
Ng, E.S.W., Schweitzer, L., & Lyons, S. (2010). New generation, great expectations: A field 
study of the millennial generation. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25, 281-292. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9159-4 
Nunnally, J.C. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill 
Ogata, M. (2012). An analysis of the influence of reality shock on young workers’ adaptation 
to organizations: A comparison between young white-collar workers and nurses. 
Organizational Science, 45, 49–66. (In Japanese.) 
Ortega, A., & Sastre, M. A. (2013). Impact of perceived corporate culture on organizational 
commitment. Management Decision. 51(5), 1071-1083. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-
08-2012-0599 
Ostroff, C. & Kozlowski, S.W.J. (1992). Organizational socialization as a learning process: 
The role of information acquisition. Personnel Psychology, 45, pp 849-974. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1992.tb00971.x 
Pereira Costa, S. & Neves, P (2017). Forgiving is good for health and performance: How 
forgiveness helps individuals cope with the psychological contract breach. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 100, 124-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.03.005 
Perrot, S., Bauer, T.N., Abonneau, D., Campoy, E., Erdogan, B., & Liden, R.C. (2014). 
Organizational Socialization Tactics and Newcomer Adjustment: The Moderating Role 
of Perceived Organizational Support. Group & Organization Management, 39 (3), 247-
273. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1059601114535469 
Pettigrew, A. M. (1979). On studying organizational cultures. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 24, 570–581. 
Phillips, J.M. (1998). Efects of realistic job previews on multiple organizational outcomes: A 
meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal. 41(6), 673-690. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/256964 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               244 
   
Pindek, S. & Spector, P.E. (2016) Organizational constraints: a meta-analysis of a major 
stressor. Work & Stress, 30(1),7-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1137376 
Plug, W., Zeijl, E., & Du Bois-Reymond, M. (2003). Young people’s perceptions on youth and 
adulthood. A longitudinal study from the Netherlands. Journal of Youth Studies, 6, 127–
144. https://doi.org/10.1080/1367626032000110273 
Podsakoff, P.M., Mackenzie, S.B. & Bommer, W.H. (1996). Transformational leader 
behaviors and substitutes for leadership as determinants of employee satisfaction, 
commitment, trust, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Management, 
22(2), 259-258. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920639602200204 
Porter, L.W. and Steers, R.W. (1973). Organizational, work and personal factors in employee 
turnover and absenteeism. Psychological Bulletin, 80, 151-76. 
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0034829 
Porter L.W., Lawler E.E., Hackman J.R. (1975). Behavior in organizations. New York: 
McGraw-Hill. 
Preacher K.J. & MacCallum, R.C. (2002). Exploratory Factor Analysis in Behavior Genetics 
Research: Factor Recovery with Small Sample Sizes. Behavior Genetics, 32 (2), 153-
161. 
Qualtrics (2017). Choice randomization. Retrieved from 
https://www.qualtrics.com/support/survey-platform/survey-module/question-
options/choice-randomization/ 
Raykov, T., & Marcoulides, G.A. (2011). Introduction to Psychometric Theory. New York: 
Routledge. 
 Renfro, A. (2012). Meet Generation Z. Getting Smart. Retrieved from 
http://gettingsmart.com/2012/12/meet-generation-z/ 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               245 
   
Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organisational support: A review of 
literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 698-714. 
Roebuck-Spencer, T.M., Vincent, A.S., Schlegel, R.E., & Gilliland, K. (2013). Evidence for 
Added Value of Baseline Testing in Computer-Based Cognitive Assessment. Journal 
of Athletic Training, 48(4), 499-505. DOI: 10.1037//0021-9010.87.4.698 
Rousseau, D.M. (1990). Assessing organizational culture: the case for multiple methods. In 
Stirred, B. (Ed). Organizational Climate & Culture. Sage, San Francisco, CA. 
Rousseau, D.M. (1995). Psychological contracts in organizations: understanding written and 
unwritten agreements. US: SAGE Publications. 
Rousseau, D.M. (2001). Schema, promise and mutuality: the building blocks of the 
psychological contract. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 74, 
511-541. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317901167505 
Rynes, S.L., Bretz, R.D., & Gerhart, B.A. (1990). The importance of recruitment on job choice: 
A different way of looking. Personnel Psychology, 44(3), 487-521. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb02402.x 
Saks, A.  M., Uggerslev, K.  L., & Fassina, N.  E. (2007).  Socialization tactics and newcomer 
adjustment:  A meta-analytic review and test of a model.  Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 70, 413-446. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2006.12.004 
Schein, E. (1965). Organisational psychology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall 
Schein, E. H. (1978). Career dynamics: Matching individual and organizational needs. 
Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley Pub. Co 
Schein, E. H. (1992). Organizational culture and leadership (2nd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey 
Bass. 
Schriesheim, C., & Tsui, A. S. (1980). Development and validation of a short satisfaction 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               246 
   
instrument for use in survey feedback interventions." Paper presented at the Western Academy 
of Management meeting 
Schmidt, F., Hunter, J.E. (2015). Methods of meta-analysis: correcting error and bias in 
research findings. US: SAGE. 
Schonlau, M., Fricker, R.D., &  Elliot, M.N. (2002). Conducting research surveys vie e-mail 
and the web. Santa Monica: Rand. 
Schumacker, R. E. & Lomax, R.G. (2004). A Beginner’s Guide to Structural Equation 
Modelling. United States of America: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
Schwab, D. (1980) Construct Validity in Organizational Behavior. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 2, 3-43.  
Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human 
values? Journal of Social Issues, 50, 19-45. 
Sekaran, U., & Bougie, R. (2016). Research methods for business. United Kingdom: Wiley  
Shim, S., Barber, B.L., Card, N.A., Xiao, J.J., & Serido, J. (2009). Financial Socialization of 
First-year College Students: The Roles of Parents, Work, and education. Youth 
Adolescence, 39(12), 1457-1470. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9432-x 
Shulman, S., Vasalampi, K., Barr, T., Livne, Y., Nurmi, J., & Pratt, M. (2014). Typologies and 
precursors of career adaptability patterns among emerging adults: A seven-year 
longitudinal study. Journal of Adolescence. 37, 1505 – 1515. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.06.003 
Shore, L.M. & Tetrick L.E. (1994). The psychological contract as an explanatory framework 
in the employee relationship. Trends in Organizational Behavior, 1, 91-109. 
Simon, H.A., Smithburg, D.W., & Thompson, V.A. (1950). Public Administration. New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, Inc. 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               247 
   
Song, Z., & Chathoth, PK. (2010). An interactional approach to organizations’ success in 
socializing their intern newcomers. The role of general self-efficacy and organizational 
socialization inventory.  Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 34 (3), 366-387. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1096348009350648 
Stacey, G., & Hardy, P. (2011). Challenging the shock of reality through digital storytelling. 
Nurse Education in Practice, 11, 159-164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2010.08.003 
Stephen, R.G., Dunn, J.C. & Hayes, B.K. (2018). Are there two processes in reasoning?  
The dimensionality of inductive and deductive inferences. Psychological Review, 
125(2). http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rev0000088 
Stinglhamber, F. & De Cremer, D. (2008). Co-workers’ justice judgements, own justice 
judgements and employee commitment: A multi-foci approach. Psychologica Belgica, 
48(3), 197-218. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/pb-48-2-3-197 
Sturman, M.C., Cheramie, R.A., & Cashen, L.H. (2005). The impact of job complexity and 
performance measurement on the temporal consistency, stability and test-retest 
reliability of employee job performance ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90 (2), 
269-283 
Taris, T., Feij, J., and Capel, S. (2006). Great Expectations- and what comes of it: The effects 
of unmet expectations on work motivation and outcomes among newcomers. 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(3), 256-268. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00350.x 
Taormina, R. J. (1994). The organizational socialization inventory. International Journal of 
Selection and Assessment, 2, 133-145. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.1994.tb00134.x 
Taylor, M. S. (1988). Effects of college internships on individual participants. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 73, 393–401. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.73.3.393 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               248 
   
The New Zealand Ministry of Education (2013). Looking at the employment outcomes of 
tertiary education: New data of the earnings of young graduates. New Zealand 
Government. 
The New Zealand Qualification Authority. (2017). Choosing a tertiary qualification. Retrieved 
from https://www.nzqa.govt.nz/studying-in-new-zealand/tertiary-education/choosing-
a-tertiary-qualification/ 
Thompson, B. (2002). Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Washington: American 
Psychological Association. 
Tucker, L. R., & Lewis, C. (1973). The reliability coefficient for maximum likelihood factor 
analysis. Psychometrika, 38, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02291170 
Tyrer, P. (1988). Personality Disorders. UK: Wright. 
USA Government Printing Office (1970). General Aptitude Test Battery Manual. Washington, 
DC, USA Government Printing.  
Van Maanen, J., & Schein, E.H. (1979). Towards a theory of organizational socialization. 
Research in Organizational Behaviour, 1, 209-264. 
Van de Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W.  & De Witte, H. (2009). Unemployed 
Individuals’ Work Values and Job Flexibility: An Explanation from Expectancy-Value 
Theory and Self-Determination Theory. Applied Psychology, 59(2), 296-317. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2009.00391.x 
Van der Velde, M.E.G., Feij, J.A., & Van Emmerik, H. (1998). Change in work values and 
norms among Dutch Young adults: ageing or societal trends? International Journal of 
Behavioral Development, 22 (1), 55-76. https://doi.org/10.1080%2F016502598384513 
Van Dijk, W. W., Van der Pligt, J., & Zeelenberg, M. (1999). Effort invested in vain: The 
impact of effort on the intensity of disappointment and regret. Motivation and Emotion, 
23, 203–220. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021315314979 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               249 
   
Vroom V.H. (1964). Work and Motivation. New York: Wiley 
Vondracek, F. W., & Porfeli, E. (2003). World of work and careers. In G. R. Adams & M. 
Berzonsky (Eds.), The Blackwell handbook of adolescence (pp. 109–128). Oxford, UK: 
Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 
Waller La Preze, M (2003). Supervisors' behavior during new employees' socialization: scale 
development. Psychological Reports, 93, 379-392. 
https://doi.org/10.2466%2Fpr0.2003.93.2.379 
Wanous, J.P. (1972). Occupational preferences: Perceptions of valence and instrumentality and 
objective data. Journal of Applied Psychology, 56 (2), 152-155. 
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0032657 
Wanous, J.P. (1973). Effects of a realistic job preview on job acceptance, job attitudes, and job 
survival. Journal of Applied Psychology, 58 (3), 327-332. 
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0036305 
Wanous, J.P. (1980). Organizational entry: Recruitment, selection and socialization of 
newcomers. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Wanous, J.P, Premack T.D., Davis L.S., Shannon, K. (1992). The effects of met expectations 
on newcomer attitudes and behaviours: A review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 77(3), 288-297. 
Wanous, J. P., & Reichers, A. E. (2000). New employee orientation programs. Human 
Resource Management Review, 10, 435–451. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-
4822(00)00035-8 
Weitz, J. (1956). Job expectancy and survival. Journal of Applied Psychology, 40, 245-247. 
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0048082 
Wang, M.]., Zhan, Y. J., Mccune, E., & Truxillo, D. (2011). Understanding newcomers’ 
adaptability and workrelated outcomes: Testing the mediating roles of perceived P-E 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               250 
   
fit variables. Personnel Psychology, 64, 163–189. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2010.01205.x 
Weng, L.J. (2004). Impact of the number of response categories and anchor labels on 
coefficient alpha and test-retest reliability. Educational Psychological Measurement, 
64(6), 956-972. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013164404268674 
Weller, I., Holtom, B. C., Matiaske, W., & Mellewigt, T. (2009). Level and time effects of 
recruitment sources on early voluntary turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
94,1146–1162. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015924 
Werner, C., & Schermelleh-Engel, K. (2010). Deciding between competing models: Chi-
Square Difference Tests. Goethe University.  
Wesson, M. J., & Gogus, C. I. (2005). Shaking hands with a computer: An examination of two 
methods of organizational newcomer orientation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(5), 
1018-1026. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.5.1018 
Whitehurst, G. (2014). The Multiple-Baseline Design: An Answer to Small Samples Sizes in 
Aviation Research. Aviation Psychology and Applied Human Factors, 4(1), 1-12. 
https://doi.org/10.1027/2192-0923/a000050 
Wiedmer, T. (2015). Generations Do Differ: Best Practices in Leading Traditionalists, 
Boomers, and Generations X, Y, and Z. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 51-58. 
Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J.S. (1992). The development of achievement task values: A theoretical 
analysis. Developmental Review, 12 (3), 265-310. https://doi.org/10.1016/0273-
2297(92)90011-P 
Wu, F. & Fan, W. (2016). Academic procrastination in linking motivation and achievement-
related behaviours: a perspective of expectancy-value theory. Educational Psychology, 
37(6), 695-711. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2016.1202901 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               251 
   
9. Appendices 
9.1 Appendix 1 




SUPERVISORS EDUCATION COMMUNICATION JOB SUPPORT TEAM CREATIVITY INNOVATION 
CO-WORKERS          
SUPERVISORS          
EDUCATION          
COMMUNICATION          
JOB          
SUPPORT          
TEAM          
CREATIVITY          
INNOVATION          
 
  
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               252 
   
Extract of the actual matrix used in the creation process of the item pool 
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9.2 Appendix 2 
178 Item Paper Version of the ORP Scale Used for the Pilot Test 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION (ORP) SCALE 
You are about to answer a questionnaire regarding situations that you could find or experience inside 
an organization in which you would be a new employee.  
You will rate each item in terms of how realistic or unrealistic you consider that situation or statement 
to be or to happen if you were to work in an organization. You will evaluate the items in a 5 point 

















To rate the items, you will be required to think in terms of events that will happen in the future in a 
hypothetical organization.  
The items have been designed to be applicable to different types of organizations that require 
employees to have professional degrees to work in there. 
SECTION 1 
SITUATION/ STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1. I will be able to obtain information from my co-workers when I want it      
2. Co-workers will talk about and prepare job tasks through formal communication 
channels 
     
3. Employees’ educational backgrounds will be aligned with the professional 
experiences gained inside the organization 
     
4. There will be learning opportunities that foster team performance      
5. Supervisors will require that all communication taking place inside the 
organization is clear 
     
6. My co-workers will be knowledgeable      
7. There will be an environment where employees can share ideas freely      
8. The amount of information given by the supervisor will be enough to perform job 
tasks 
     
9. The educational background of employees will facilitate their understanding of 
the job demand they face  
     
10. The organization will have a good reputation in its business field      
11. I will learn from my supervisors      
12. There will be informal communication channels available for employees to 
transmit any kind of information 
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In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
13. I will learn from my co-workers’ experience      
14. There will be formal communication channels available  between co-workers to 
talk about and prepare for job tasks 
     
15. The quality of work produced by the organization will improve my professional 
knowledge 
     
16. The organization will only allow formal communication channels for employees 
to obtain information. 
     
17. My co-workers will test my academic knowledge during the first months of my 
employment. 
18. Supervisors will always be clear when communicating information about job 
tasks  
     
19. My work will be informed by a group of very innovative colleagues      
20. All job challenges will be solved as a team effort      
21. Employees will struggle in understanding organizational procedures      
22. Communication across the organization will foster attachment to organizational 
values 
     
23. Communication across the organization will foster the following of well-rooted 
traditions 
     
24. Organizational leaders will constantly use formal communication channels      
25. Organizational leaders will try to reach all employees with information       
26. Every organizational procedure will be communicated through informal 
channels 
     
27. My supervisor will enhance my professional abilities with demanding tasks      
28. The organization will allow the use of informal communication in order to 
obtain information 
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If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 2 
SITUATION/STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Colleagues might think that some tasks will fall outside of my expertise      
2. Some employees’ lack of experience will pose a challenge to teams      
3. My co-workers will find my lack of experience a problem      
4. My colleagues will appreciate a similar educational background from 
new employees working with them 
     
5. My colleagues will feel at ease with new employees with their same 
educational background 
     
6. There will be an appreciation for my learning experiences      
7.  My co-workers and colleagues will appreciate my educational 
background 
     
8. My co-workers will find it difficult to trust in my professional abilities      
9. My co-workers will respect me based on my educational qualifications      
10. The work environment  will appreciate new employees with an 
educational background from well-known institutions 
     
11. Colleagues will expect that new employees with similar educational 
background to themselves will share the same career aspirations 
     
12. I will receive unconditional trust from my co-workers to perform job 
tasks from the start 
     
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
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 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 3 
SITUATION/STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1. There will be a group of employees performing under very well-defined 
procedures 
     
2. Employees will find it challenging to follow the organizational traditions      
3. Innovation will be one of the key aspects inside the organization      
4. The organization will be functioning around work teams      
5. My co-workers will be a group of employees performing their tasks 
according to well-defined procedures 
     
6. The organization will have well-established routines for performing key 
tasks 
     
7. The organization will expect me to behave according to its values      
8. The organization will expect me to follow its traditions      
9. Communications inside the organization will focus on the need for 
following established job routines 
     
10. My educational background will align with the organizational culture      
11. The way my co-workers work will be influenced by the organization’s 
culture 
     
12. Every employee working inside the company will behave according to 
the organizational values 
     
13. Every employee working inside the company will have high regard for 
organizational traditions 
     
14. Supervisors will expect all endeavours to be performed according to 
organizational values 
     
15. The supervisors’ leadership style will be a reflection of organizational 
culture 
     
16. Supervisors will never deviate from organizational procedures      
17. Supervisors will always keep in mind a strong sense of the 
organization’s traditions when leading their subordinates 
     
18. Employees will find it difficult to pick up on organizational values      
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19. Academic traditions will be a good preparation for organizational 
traditions 
     
20. The organization will encourage employees to follow established 
routines when performing key tasks 
     
21. I will find supervisors to be constrained by well-defined routines      
22. There will be an organizational culture where all the employees are 
integrated 
     
23. Academic values won’t match organizational values      
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 4 
SITUATION/ STATEMENT  1 2 3 4 5 
1. My co-worker will allow me to initiate conversations to clarify my job      
2. My co-workers will accept innovative ideas      
3. It will be important to talk to my colleagues to understand my tasks better      
4. My co-workers will relate to me through our same educational background      
5. I will probably share the same career aspirations as my co-workers      
6. Employees will find an important source of support in their work teams      
7. I will be performing my job tasks among a group of very supportive people      
8. Supervisors will foster team effort above everything      
9. There will be a great deal of communication among employees going 
through the same career stages 
     
10. Job tasks will be the principal reason to communicate among employees      
11. I will find a job environment where supervisors and employees collaborate 
closely with each other  
     
12. I will frequently have conversations with my colleagues about work over 
coffee and lunch  
     
13. It will be difficult to trust the abilities of my co-workers      
14. It will be difficult to trust the decisions made by my supervisor      
15. Relationships among co-workers will be based on mutual respect      
16. The functioning of work teams will be based on mutual trust      
17. It won’t be challenging at all to communicate with co-workers      
18. I will relate with my co-workers through our similar educational background      
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
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If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 5 
SITUATION/STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1.The organization will expect me to comply with any kind of regulation that is 
provided to me 
     
2. The organization will expect me to follow its well-established procedures      
3. The supervisors’ leadership style will allow me a fair amount of freedom in 
performing my tasks 
     
4. The organization will demand creativity only when is necessary      
5. Employees will find it difficult to take the initiative in job situations      
6. The organization will allow freedom as long as the tasks are satisfactorily 
completed 
     
7. Established organizational routines will hinder employee performance      
8. Employees will perform under a very restricted job environment, reducing 
their autonomy and freedom 
     
9.My co-workers will expect me to keep up with their level of job performance 
from the start 
     
10. My job will allow me to be innovative      
11. Job challenges will require employees to be innovative      
12. My co-workers will expect me to bring new ideas      
13. New employees are expected to bring a different approach to the 
organization 
     
14. It will be expected from me to bring a new approach to my job position      
15. Co-workers will encourage the use of established routines to complete key 
tasks  
     
16. My colleagues will involve me in completing their tasks      
17. I will be able to decide when I schedule tasks      
18.The job will require me to communicate efficiently across all organizational 
levels 
     
19. It will be expected that I involve colleagues in the completion of my job 
tasks 
     
20. Proactivity in organizational communication won’t be allowed      
21. My boss will give me the freedom to decide what tasks to engage in to fulfil 
my role 
     
22. My co-workers will allow me to perform my job in the way I want to      
23. It will be expected that a new employee’s educational background brings 
creativity to the organization 
     
24. It will be difficult to bring ideas to supervisors      
25. Employees will find it difficult to perform tasks due to a lack of knowledge       
26. The organization will expect employees to address  job concerns in group 
rather than individually 
     
27. The organization will foster job challenges to enhance employees’ creativity      
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In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 6 
SITUATION/STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1.The organization will provide me with extra-salary benefits that will support 
my social life 
     
2. Employees will find support for their career progress      
3. The leaders of the organization will provide for conferences as part of my 
professional development 
     
4. My communication skills will be regarded a key aspect to making successful 
career progress 
     
5. Employees will find their job challenging      
6. Organizational tasks will be challenging      
7. There will be continuous job challenges that will demand employee’s 
professional development 
     
8.My communication skills are expected to improve by gaining experience 
inside the organization 
     
9. There will be educational opportunities to improve employees’ proactivity      
10. Support to pursue further education will be provided by the organization      
11. Supervisors will find new ways to motivate their work-group      
12. Supervisors won’t engage in motivational tactics with their employees      
13. The organization will provide me with the exact type of experience I’m 
looking for 
     
14. The organization will allow for a great deal of flexibility in getting tasks done      
15. The quality of work of the organization will improve my professional 
knowledge 
     
16.The organization will provide me with plenty of opportunities to fulfil my 
career aspirations 
     
17.Earning good bonuses will be the main reason for employees to perform  job 
tasks 
     
18. Having good salaries will be the principal objective among  employees      
19. There won’t be bonuses for employees beyond the agreed-upon salary      
20. Recognition will be constantly sought among co-workers      
21. There will be plenty of opportunities to earn bonuses beyond the official 
salary 
     
22. Co-workers’  trust will be gained by performing with excellence      
23. My supervisor’s respect will be gained by performing the job tasks 
consistently 
     
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               266 
   
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 7 
SITUATION/STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 
1.My supervisor will encourage me to be  innovative      
2.Employees will find it difficult to adjust to the organizational leadership 
style 
     
3.There will be strong leaders inside the organization      
4. It will exist a defined structure of supervisors inside the organization      
5. Supervisors will take the initiative in guiding employees during the 
development of projects 
     
6. Supervisors will have similar leadership approaches to each other      
7. It will take time for my supervisor to fully trust me to work on my own 
with company intellectual property 
     
8. Supervisors will use a clear communication style in all information      
9.The organization will provide several sources of support to help 
employees 
     
10. Employees will have clear and well-established support sources      
11. The organization will function with such degree of clarity that the work 
is done easily 
     
12.My supervisor will encourage me to find creative solutions for job tasks      
13. Supervisors’ experience will facilitate employee’s performance      
14. There will be challenges related to the lack of support inside the 
organization 
     
15. My co-workers will be supportive      
16. Supervisors will provide me with help at any stage while performing job 
tasks 
     
17. There will be help from co-workers to understand my duties      
18. There will be plenty of guidance from my supervisors during the 
development of the projects 
     
19. The group of supervisors I will work with will sustain a great level of 
experience to lead all projects effortlessly 
     
20. Leaders will encourage me to achieve my goals      
21. I will be content with the amount of information my colleagues want to 
give me 
     
22. My supervisors will be completely involved in every single task I do      
23. There will be plenty of opportunities to get feedback from supervisors      
24. My supervisors will be knowledgeable      
25. My supervisor and I will discuss my job tasks on a weekly basis      
26. My co-workers will want me to perform the majority of my job tasks as 
a team effort 
     
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
ORGANIZATIONAL REALITY PERCEPTION                                                                               268 
   
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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SECTION 8 
SITUATION / STATEMENTS  1 2 3 4 5 
1.Supervisors will be attentive towards any sign of  physical exhaustion among 
employees 
     
2. Co-workers will bond over similar personal problems      
3. The organization will avoid tasks that would entail risks for my health      
4.Supervisors will consider the employee’s personal life when assigning job 
tasks 
     
5.The supervisor will carry out individual follow-ups about the employee’s 
personal life 
     
6. The organization will understand if the employee’s job quality decreases 
because of personal problems 
     
7.The organization will provide leisure activities to be shared with the 
employee’s family 
     
8. My supervisors will respect the boundaries between my job and my personal 
life 
     
9. The leaders of the organization will understand I need a life outside the work      
10. The organization will expect me to prioritise my job over my personal life      
11. My family will get benefits from the work I do in the organization      
12. The organization will help me to get balance between my work and my 
personal life 
     
13. It will be challenging to balance personal demands and job demands      
14. I will be able to confide in my co-workers regarding my personal problems      
15. I will be able to confide my supervisors regarding my personal problems      
16. The organization will be interested in enhancing my personal well-being      
17. The organization will take measures to ensure my personal well-being      
18.There will be times when I will be forced to choose between my personal 
duties and my job duties 
     
19. I will be often have coffee and lunch conversations with my colleagues 
about life 
     
20. Safety at the workplace will be a main concern for supervisors      
 
In this section: 
1. Were there items you didn’t understand at all? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
2. Were there items you did understood, but you consider they should be reworded? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
3. Were there items you considered repetitive? 
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Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
4. Did you feel uncomfortable answering any of the items? 
Yes        
 No        
If yes, please indicate the item(s) ______________________________________________________ 
5. Were the instructions to answer the rate the items clear enough? 
Yes        
 No        
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9.3 Appendix 3 




I’m Julie Viviana Cedeno Bustos, a PhD student in the Department of Psychology.  
As part of my PhD I’m carrying out a study about work related expectations of students that 
are going to graduate this year. The data will be collected by an online questionnaire that 
takes about 20 minutes to complete, and is confidential. Participants have the option to go 
into a draw for one of 6 prizes:  four $100 Westfield gift cards and two $50 Hoyts gift cards. 
I have learnt that you are a lecturer in a class with students in their final year (International 
Management). I wonder if you might be able to help me obtain students to participate in 
my research? 
The options are: 
Option 1: During the next two weeks (before October 16) at the beginning of a lecture you 
could put up a slide advertising the study and the link (I will supply the slide).   
Option 2: I could briefly talk to the class at a time that is convenient to you – explaining the 
study and how to participate.  
Option 3:  I can send you a document explaining the study and how to participate which you 
could post on the class Learn space.    
Please let me know if this is possible, and which options might suit you.  
I appreciate your time and help for this data collection. 
Kind regards. 
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9.4 Appendix 4 























ARE YOU A STUDENT ABOUT TO 
GRADUATE? DO YOU WANT TO 
PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY ON GRADUATE 
WORK EXPECTATIONS? 
  
All you have to do is complete an online 
survey about your expected experiences 
when you get your first job as a 
As a reward for your 
participation you will enter into a 
draw for one of the next prizes: 
-FOUR $100 WESTFIELD GIFT 
CARDS 
 -TWO 50 WESTFIELD GIFT CARDS 
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9.5 Appendix 5 
Advertisement Document That Was Uploaded by Lecturers on the Learn Pages 
of the Different Courses 
ARE YOU A STUDENT ABOUT TO GRADUATE? DO 
YOU WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY ON 
GRADUATE WORK EXPECTATIONS? 
 
All you have to do is complete an online survey about your 
expected experiences when you get your first job as a 
professional. It will only take about 20 minutes to complete. 
 
The survey is part of my PhD research at the Department of 
Psychology at the University of Canterbury. 
 
If you are interested in participating go to the following link 
http://canterbury.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bdD9a2BpZB4ice1 
 
By participating you will enter in a draw for FOUR $100 
WESTFIELD GIFT CARDS AND TWO $50 WESTFIELD CARDS. 
 
For further information please contact the researcher by e-
mail: julie.cedenobustos@pg.canterbury.ac.nz   
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9.6 Appendix 6 
Contact Email for Course Coordinators/Professors in Otago 
Good Afternoon Prof.______, 
I’m Julie Viviana Cedeno Bustos, a PhD student in the Department of Psychology at the 
University of Canterbury 
As part of my PhD I’m carrying out a study about work related expectations of students that 
are going to graduate this year. The data will be collected by an online questionnaire that 
takes about 20 minutes to complete, and is confidential. 
I have learnt that you are a lecturer in a class with students in their final year. I wonder if 
you might be able to help me obtain students to participate in my research? 
I can send you a document with the link explaining the study and how to participate, which 
you could send to your students’ email-list.   
Please let me know if this is possible. 
I appreciate your time and help for this data collection. 
Kind regards. 
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9.7 Appendix 7 
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9.8 Appendix 8 
Content of the Contact Email Sent to Lecturers to Ask for Their Help in Recruiting 
Participants 
Good Morning, 
Last year you were very kind in assisting me in the data collection for my research. If you 
remind, my name is Julie Viviana Cedeno Bustos, a PhD candidate in the Department of 
Psychology and my study is oriented to research work related expectations of students that 
are going to graduate.  
My main objective is to build a scale that can capture future graduates’ expectations, and in 
order to do that I need to run a second application of the survey with participants with the 
same characteristics of the previous year, that means students that are on their final year of 
university. By doing so, I can confirm statistically the structure of the scale and then have a 
valid measure. 
I was hoping you could help in the process of the data collection once again, as I know you 
are a lecturer with students in their final year. The data is collected by an online 
questionnaire; the questionnaire has been reduced significantly, and only takes between 5 
to 8 minutes to be completed.  
Participants have the option to go into a draw for one of 8 NZD$50 prezzy cards that can be 
used across New Zealand and overseas. The survey closes by the end of October. 
As I mentioned already, I was wondering if you might be able to help me obtain students to 
participate in my research? 
Options are still the same:  
Option 1: During the 3rd and 4th term (before October 16 when lectures end) at the 
beginning of a lecture(s) you could put up a slide advertising the study and the link (I will 
supply the slide).   
Option 2: I could briefly talk to the class at a time that is convenient to you – explaining the 
study and how to participate.  
Option 3:  I can send you a document explaining the study and how to participate which you 
could post on the class Learn space.    
Please let me know if this is possible, and one or more options that might suit you.  
I appreciate your time and help for this data collection. 
Kind regards. 
Julie Viviana Cedeno 
PhD student- Department of Psychology 
University of Canterbury 
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9.9 Appendix 9 
Advertising Slide to Be Displayed by Lecturers at the Beginning of the Class 
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9.10 Appendix 10 
Informative Flyer CFA Study 
ARE YOU A STUDENT ABOUT TO GRADUATE? DO 
YOU WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY ON 
GRADUATE WORK EXPECTATIONS? 
  
All you have to do is complete an online survey about your 
expected experiences when you get your first job as a 
professional. It will only take about 8 minutes to complete. 
 
The survey is part of my PhD research at the Department of 
Psychology at the University of Canterbury. 
 
If you are interested in participating go to the following link  
http://canterbury.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_ezClv580CF5l0yN 
 
By participating you have the chance to enter in a draw for 
one of EIGHT $50 PREZZY CARDS! 
 
For further information please contact the researcher by e-
mail: julie.cedenobustos@pg.canterbury.ac.nz   
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9.11 Appendix 11 
Qualtrics Questionnaire for CFA Data Collection. 
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9.14 Appendix 14 
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9.12 Appendix 12 
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9.13 Appendix 13 
Contact Email to Course Coordinators/Professors for Study 3 And 4 
 
Study 1 – Content email snowball sampling 
Good Morning Prof.__________, 
I’m Viviana Cedeno Bustos, a PhD candidate in the department of psychology.  
My research is oriented to understand what new employees, specifically those newcomers 
who just have graduated, expect from work. My main objective is then to create a scale that 
will help identify newcomers' expectations about their future jobs.  
After two years of studies, I have a stable scale of 15 items and I'm undergoing the last parts 
of validation. Currently I'm collecting data from university students in 100 and 200 level 
courses, this population is of fundamental importance for my study, since it will help me to 
understand how students' expectations about their future jobs are in early stages of 
academic formation.  
I was hoping you could help me in this data collection, as I understand you are the course 
coordinator of __________________________, and I was wondering if you could let me use 
10 minutes of one of your lectures at any point during the semester, in which time your 
students would complete the questionnaire.  
I understand that lectures' time is precious, but the completion of the questionnaire is very 
brief, it takes maximum 10 minutes, maybe less. I’m attaching the format of the 
questionnaire so you can check its content. 
Your help in this data collection is greatly appreciated. 




Julie Viviana Cedeno  Bustos 
  
PhD student- Department of Psychology 
University of Canterbury 
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9.15 Appendix 15 
Contact Email to Professional Associations for Study 5 
Good Afternoon,  
My name is Julie Viviana Cedeno Bustos, a PhD student at the Department of Psychology of 
the University of Canterbury- New Zealand. 
I’m conducting a research on employees’ perceptions of organizational life. I’m collecting 
information for my research through an online survey that I hope to distribute among 
experienced employees currently working in different industry types. I would like to know if 
you could help me to spread and post this information on your Facebook page, LinkedIn 
group, blog or any other way you consider members can be reached? 
The questionnaire takes only between 8 to 10 minutes to be completed. Participation is 
voluntary and all data is treated confidentially. 
I would appreciate your help. If you agree to help me I can send you advertisement 
information including the link to the survey that you could post on_________________ 
Please let me know if this would be possible. 
Kind regards. 
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9.16 Appendix 16 
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